TOWARDS A NEW THEORY OF SOCIAL PERCEPTION: THE EFFECTS OF SEX AND SEXUALITY ON RAPE ATTRIBUTIONS by FARBUS, LOUISE
TOWARDS A NEW THEORY OF SOCIAL PERCEPTION: THE EFFECTS OF 
SEX AND SEXUAUTY ON RAPE ATTRIBUTIONS 
by 
LOUISE FARBUS 
A thesis submitted to the University of Plymouth 
in partial fulfilment for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
School of Psychology 
Faculty of Sc ience-
July. 2004 
Univercilv r.'ymouth 
Item No. 
q00bl7772<S 
Shelfmarlt ^ <-rri r> 
This thesis is dedicated to the memory of 
Joan and Gizmo Farbus, 
Horace and Phyllis Prangnell, 
and Sam Nelson 
lU 
LOUISE FARBUS 
TOWARDS A NEW THEORY OF SOCIAL PERCEPTIONS: 
THE E F F E C T S OF SEX AND SEXUALITY ON RAPE ATTRIBUTIONS 
Heterosexual male victims and female perpetrators tend to l5e omitted from rape 
perception research as well as legal and everyday notions of rape. Therefore this thesis examined 
the effects of sex and sexuality on rape attributions. Criticisms of social representations theory 
provided the rationale for a new theory of social perceptions and for combining methods normally 
associated with opposing epistemologies and ontological beliefs. A grounded theory derived from 
ten interviews revealed double standards in the way that men and women are labelled for the same 
behaviours, whereby female-perpetrated male rape was considered less serious than male-
perpetrated rape. Discourse analysis of newspaper coverage of a case involving a female and two 
males accused of raping a woman also revealed double standards in the way the defendants were 
constructed. All of the defendants were constojcted as deviant, but in ways that served to direct 
blame away from the males and towards the female. A 16 condition, multi-factorial. Internet-based 
experiment suggested that female perpetrators tend to be blamed more than males, and mate 
victims tend to be blamed more than female victims. Younger participants and those high in rape 
myth acceptance (RMA) blamed victims more than older participants and those low in RMA- The 
theoretical and practical implications are discussed. 
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Chapter I: Ovnerview 
1 
Overview 
1.1 Rationale 
"Well, what can I say? E\'en now 1 find it hard to believe. It's not something you expect to happen at 
the end of a night out vvith your mates. I alu'ays thought it couldnt happen to me because Fd put up 
too much of a fight, but when it came to it I u-as just so shocked I couldnt move or speak. Things 
turned so fast, 1 was powerless. I suddenly felt like, 1 dont know, like a child I guess. Next thing I 
know 1 was pushed down on the grass being towered o^ 'er. 1 know it sounds stupid because things had 
been so friendly eariier in the evening, but suddenly I was really frightened, really shitting it, you 
know. I wish now 1 hadnt said no because maybe then things wouldn't ha\'e turned so nasty and 1 
could of talked my way out of it, but I didnt want it and 1 thought that would be okay. Next thing 1 
know 1 was lying there alone with my jeans roimd my ankles thinking, *shit, Pve just been raped', and I 
knew Fd never be able to tell anyone because they wouldn't beheve me." 
This incident was recited to me one evening as I sat with some friends casually 
discussing what it meant to be men and women in the late 1990s. All were in agreement that 
society had become much less of a 'man's worid' over recent years, and that this was a good thing. 
However, the women argued that men still had certain advantages because they did not know what 
it was like to live in fear of being the victims of sexual aggression. Therefore, men still had more 
sexual power than women did. The argument was lost however, v^^en one of the men told the story 
above to a stunned and silent audience. Indeed, despite several years working as a volunteer 
counsellor for a local rape crisis line, I felt totally ill equipped to deal with this information because, 
in this instance, the survivor was male, and the perpetrator was female. This scenario created such 
disbelief among the group I was in that it raised the question of why female-perpetrated male rape 
should be so difficult to accept. Hence, the impetus for this research was provided by a need to 
understand my own reaction to my friend's experience despite my political stance and years of 
experience of working with those who had been raped. 
At the time of hearing this man's account I regarded myself as an egalitarian, who had 
vi^oleheartedly adopted the feminist ideal of equality between the sexes. This had led me to the 
opinion that, in many ways, the traditional gender roles embedded in, and enabled by, patriarchy 
were as oppressive and narrowly defined for men as they were for women. Hence, my feminist 
politics had not made me 'anti-male' as it had for many others. It had simply made me more critical 
of the limitations of traditional patriarchal gender roles. I had also been trained to take a non-
directive person-centred approach to my rape-crisis counselling, whereby everything a client says 
is taken as truth, and clients are referred to as 'survivors' rather than Victims' to provide them v^th 
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a more positive self-identity than the term 'victim' imbues. In other words, I had been absolved of 
the decision-making laid on the shoulders of jury members. 
My job was never to question the truthfulness of what I was told. I simply accepted. 
Therefore, had I been asked how I would react when presented with this situation I would have said 
that my reaction would have reflected my training and politics: I would have believed this account, 
fought for my friend's right to express his pain, and acknowledged his identity as a survivor of a 
tenible ordeal. Sadly, this was not the case and this man did not receive the positive response I 
gave so freely to female strangers who came for counselling at the rape crisis tine. Instead, 1 
questioned his truthfulness and thus damaged a long and valued friendship. In retrospect, it was 
this experience that highlighted a need to understand the processes involved in the judgements I 
made because I saw how these judgements can have a negative effect on survivors and create 
unreasonable doubt in the minds of friends and jury members alike. 
On my journey towards understanding my own reaction to this case t have maintained 
most of my political ideals, but have rejected much of what was 'non-directive' in order to promote 
positive change for male survivors and make amends for a reaction that I am ashamed of. During 
this process 1 have learned to use the terms, 'survrvor* and 'victim' interchangeably to recognise 
those who do not survive or return to a place where they feel psychologically intact after their 
ordeal. Similarly, the terms sexual violence, sexual aggression, sexual assault, sexual coercion and 
rape are used interchangeably to acknowledge arguments against conceptualising rape as a 
distinct phenomenon in favour of viewing it as part of a continuum of sexual aggression (Gavey. 
1996; Kelly. 1987, 1996). This approach seeks to overcome the ambiguity caused by conflicting 
definitions of what constitutes rape to avoid the difficulties encountered when trying to convict 
accused rapists and the processes that lead to survivors' experiences of sexual violence being 
invalidated and disbelieved (Kelly, 1987). Ironically, in an attempt to understand my reaction to my 
friend's experience I have increasingly had to turn to my training as a research psychologist and 
away from my rape-crisis training and start from a place where my own beliefs about rape and 
where they have come from have been questioned. 
1.2 Female-perpetrated male rape: TTie Issues 
The inability to accept the notion of male rape victims is said to be enabled by culturally-held 
beliefs, such as the stereotypical view of men as superior in strength and physical size to women, 
men's role as the initiators of sexual activity (IVIezey & King, 1993), and the notion that rape is an 
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expression of a sexual need rather than an act of aggression (Anderson & Swainson, 2001; 
Benedict, 1992; Ward. 1995). Such beliefs exclude the possibility of female-perpetrated male rape 
because they are concomitant >Mih the expectation that a man should be able to fight off any 
undesired woman, and the convictJon that women would be insufficiently sexually driven to commit 
a rape. Indeed, from my own experience such cultural influences seem to over-ride political 
correctness and training, and strike deep at the core of personal attitudes as well as the British 
judicial system. For e)ample, male rape victims were not recognised in British law until the 
introduction of the Sex Offences Act of 1994. with rape previously defined as "sexual intercourse by 
a man with a woman without her consent, or if consent was obtained through force, fear or fraud, or 
through her mental inability to understand her consent' (Sexual Offences Act 1994). 
However, the latest legal definition^ is still problematic for the victims of female-perpetrated 
crimes because it constitutes rape as penile penetration. Such a narrow legal definition has 
important implications because in cases involving a female defendant it requires the prosecution to 
provide the court with convincing reasons for why a woman could (and should) be tried for rape 
despite the case's inability to meet the legal criteria (see Chapter 5). Therefore, whilst the Sexual 
Offences Act of 1994 can be seen as a positive first step towards recognising male sunwons. there 
is a need to understand the psychological factors that may influence the construction of such laws 
in an attempt to determine why female perpetrators are still not explicitly recognised. Furthermore, 
there is a need for research into the effects of victim gender on jury decision because inequalities 
in legislation have also been reflected in academic research, with the vast majority of studies 
focusing on males as the perpetrators, and rarely as the victims (Anderson. Seattle & Spencer, 
2001). 
Research that excluded male survivors has typically been justified over the years by 
quoting official crime statistics which indicate that the vast majority of rape cases constitute acts of 
violence against women by men (see Janoff-Butman, Timko & Carli. 1985; Kelly. 1987; Krah6. 
1991; Lees, 1997). In other words, because "women rarely rape men" (Allison & Wrightsman, 1993, 
p. 4). However, there are a number of reasons why official statistics are not an accurate 
representation of the size or nature of the problem. For example, between 1980 and 1998 there 
' Penile penetration of a vagina or amis without a person's consent or being reddess as to whether they 
consent. 
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were 3927 officially recorded cases of male rape in America and 102 cases in Britain (Isely, 1998). 
Yet prevalence studies that are not based on government figures suggest that one out of five adult, 
and two out of frve child, victims of sexual assault^ are male (Donaldson, 1990; King, 1993), and 
60-75% of male assaults are alleged to have been committed by a female (Mendel & fenen, 
1998). In another community-based study, McConaghy and Zamir (1995) found that 35% of women 
and 30% of men had experienced 'constant unwanted physical attempts to have sexual activity' (p. 
489). Forms of coercion not involving threat or use of force were more common, more exclusively 
heterosexual, and earned out by relatively equivalent percentages of men and women. Threat or 
use of force to obtain intercourse were employed by 4% of men and 2% of women and 
experienced by 5% of both sexes. Half the mate victims and female aggressors and a quarter of 
male aggressors and female victims who reported such coercion stated it was perpetrated by a 
member of their own sex (McConaghy & Zamir. 1995). Therefore, whilst it may be rare, some 
women do rape, and their victims can be men and women (see Anderson & Struckman-Johnson, 
1998; Mendel & Ferren. 1998; McConaghy & Zamir. 1995; Smith, Pine & Hawley, 1988). 
Consequently, it is insufficient to simply investigate heterosexual encounters as this research fails 
to elucidate people's perceptions of same-sex encounters. 
The first full academic volume to provide a greatly needed introduction to the notion of 
sexual aggression in women was not published unfil relatwely recently (Anderson & Struckman-
Johnson, 1998). Here, Anderson and Struckman-Johnson (1998) argued that it is insufficient to 
generalise the findings of studies investigating male-perpetrated female rape to female-perpetrated 
male rape because 'there is scant similarity between a man's typical encounter with female sexual 
coercion and a woman's typical encounter with male sexual coercion.' (p.1). Thus, having explored 
the experiences of males and females who have been sexually coerced, Anderson and Struckman-
Johnson also suggested that there is a need to investigate the similarities and differences in 
people's perceptions of different rape dyads by fully exploring the effects of the victim's and the 
perpetrator's sex. 
However, research that has concerned itself with male victimisation has mainly focused on 
^ Due to the ambiguity surrounding definitions of rape, it should be noted that prex-alence studies 
investigating male rape have typically asked males whether or not they have received unwanted types of 
sexual contact (that fit legal defmitions of rape), as opposed to asking whether or not they have been raped 
(Mezey & King, 1992). This overcomes the reluctance of survivors to label their abuse as rape. 
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ma/e-perpetrated male rape in institutional settings (e.g. prison, boarding school, armed forces), 
and has largely ignored female-perpetrated rape and male rape in the community (see Hensley & 
Tewksbury, 2002 for a review of research on same-sex 'inmate sexual coercion'). Again, the focus 
of research may have been guided by the researcher's belief in widespread rape myths, such as 
sexual violence against males mostly occurs within all-male institutions, and that male victimisation 
outside of institutions is a purely homosexual phenomenon (Groth & Burgess, 1980; Hensley & 
Tewksbury. 2002; Hodge & Canter, 1998). Yet, British and American crime statistics indicate that 
the majority of convicted child molesters and rapists of both male and female victims tend to be 
heterosexual men. and that many male rape victims are also heterosexual (Donaldson, 1990; 
West, 1996). 
Conclusions based on conviction rates are also unreliable however, because, in the 
absence of a rape law that includes the possibility of female perpetrators, victims who have 
suffered at the hands of women are likely to be under-represented. Furthenmore, evidence taken 
from community studies suggests that male victims are extremely unlikely to report their abuse 
(Donnelly & Kenyon. 1996; Groth & Burgess, 1980; Isely. 1998; Kaufman, Divasto. Jackson, 
Voorhees & Christy, 1980; Pen-otl & Webber, 1996; Sorenson, Stein, Siegel, Golding & Burnam, 
1987), and that homosexual and bisexual men predominate among the survivors of male sexual 
assault (Mezey & King, 1998). For example, Ben. Ben and Silfren (1993) found that only 23.8% of 
235 male rape victims had reported their assault, and suggested that this was because, unlike 
female victims, their gender identity and gender image were damaged by their experience. Lack of 
reporting in male victims may also be due to their intense embarrassment, their fear of being 
labelled a victim, or fear of having their sexuality questioned (Groth & Burgess, 1980). Such 
embarrassment may also be heightened when the perpetrator is female, increasing their reluctance 
to disclose or seek help. Hence, research that can adddress the derogatory treatment of survivors 
by questioning the basis of rape attributions may help in providing a climate in which males as well 
as females feel safer about coming forward. 
Indeed, the silence of male victims may have also been influenced by the political genesis 
of the rape crisis movement, with rape crisis centres having used a "women-helping-women' 
perspective to justify the exclusion of male victims (Collins & Whalan. 1989; Pen-ott and Webber, 
1996). For example, previous researchers have often preferred to quote prevalence figures 
provided by rape crisis centres because they regard these as a truer estimate than the limited 
statistics provided by legal sources. However, legislation governing membership of the Federation 
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of Rape Crisis Lines (for England and Wales) grew from a women-centred perspective aimed at 
improving conditions for women. Consequently, the counselling provided by these groups has been 
confrned to female victims, making this potential source of data unavailable for researchers 
investigating male victims. Instead, prevalence figures concerning male victimisation have tended 
to come from the general populations of the countries in which the research was conducted, 
making comparison between studies using different sources problematic (Donaldson, 1990; King, 
1993; Mendel a Ferren. 1998). 
Exclusion from counselling services and the existence of rape myths can also have dire 
psychological consequences for male victims because of the increased shame of disclosure, and 
safety fears regarding disclosure that are enabled by the survivors' knowledge of, what are 
presumed to be, widely accepted rape myths (Ruch, Gartrelt, Amedo & Coyne. 1991). For 
example, Mezey (1993) suggested that the lack of support services and the stigma associated with 
male rape myths, such as men cannot be aroused without their consent (Sarrel a Masters. 1982) 
and should physically be able to ward off any attack (Struckman-Johnson a Stnjckman-Johnson, 
1992), could make males less likely to report their assault or seek help because of a fear of being 
judged badly. Indeed, the derogatory treatment of rape victims enabled by rape myths has been 
described by survivors as similar to the rape experience itself. As a result, this has been called 
'secondary victimisation' (Davis a Breslau, 1994; Williams, 1984) and 'social victimisation* (Krah6. 
1991) in the literature. 
Therefore, whilst the noble ideals of highlighting the abuse of women in an effort to help 
such women are totally supported here, it is argued that much of the rape research emerging from 
the feminist politics of the 19705 has been based on inaccurate assumptions concerning the sexual 
behaviour of men and women. Such assumptions have enabled male victims and female 
perpetrators to be largely omitted from research and may have contributed to the secondary 
victimisation of some survivors. Moreover, some feminist critiques of sexuality have actually served 
to reproduce dominant traditional constructions of heterosexual women as the contented objects of 
male desire. For example, Sheila Jeffreys (1990) sugge^ed that women have eroticiscd the power 
difference between themselves and men, and it is this that constitutes the excitement women feel 
during heterosexual sex, and that 'any eroticised power difference that is 'heterosexual 
desire'...can be recreated in lesbian relationships, and is common in gay male relationships' (as 
cited in Gavey, 1996, p. 60). Hence, it is assumed that research and theory related to male-
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perpetrated female rape can be generalised to homosexual encounters without testing that this is 
the case. 
Nicola G a v e / s (1996) work has revealed that these assumptions are not always correct (at 
least where heterosexual women are concerned). Women do not always enjoy or eroticise the 
power difference between themselves and men, and may have their best sexual experiences with 
men where such a power difference does not exist, or is reversed. Consequently, issues 
surrounding contemporary gender divisions and the role that power plays in the sexual practices of 
heterosexual and homosexual women and men need to be examined. This may expand on existing 
discursive research, which suggests that the rhetorical devices used to construct gender in the talk 
of men are similar to the discourses that are used to explain and justify sexual aggression (Harris. 
Lea & Foster, 1995). This constructive approach requires researchers to be reflexive about their 
own prejudices, and address these at every step of the research process. In an attempt to meet 
this requirement this chapter redefines feminist standpoint theory by focusing on the male- and 
female-perpetrated rape of both men and women in order to investigate why people from all walks 
of life seem to exclude the possibility of male victims and female perpetrators from their notions of 
sexual violence. 
Here, feminist standpoint research and theory refer to the body of work that has been 
conducted to address the sexism in psychological research and theories, albeit from the sole 
viewpoint of women. Hence, in suggesting that sexism also exists in psychology that is detrimental 
to men, this thesis could be said to be redefining this position in some v\^ys. For example, although 
feminist standpoint research emerged in the 1960s and 70s to challenge the patriarchy that was 
embedded in the research and theories of the social sciences, it provided a critique of existing 
approaches in psychology based on two key arguments that are applicable to the research 
presented here. Firstly, it was suggested that most research had been conducted on white, middle-
class males, which set this group as the prototypical standard against which others (e.g. women) 
were later measured and found inferior (see Gilligan, 1982). Hence, feminists argued that a fair and 
generalisable psychology should be one based on research that has been conducted on both 
women and men. However, this argument could also be applied to past rape research, whereby 
most investigations of rape attributions have positioned males as the perpetrators and rarely as the 
victims. Thus, being excluded from research has been detrimental to male victims for similar 
reasons. 
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Secondly, feminists argued that the epistemology and methods of 'science' aimed at 
examining human phenomena objectively were the emperor's new clothes of the human sciences 
becaiee research involving human participants invariably involves the researcher being implicated 
in the phenomena he or she is studying. This makes it impossible for researchers to be objective 
(see Willig, 2001 for a summary of the arguments). Instead, feminists have suggested that 
researchers should avoid daims of objectivity and should instead reflect on, and be honest about, 
their own standpoint on the phenomena they are investigating and try and identify the ways in 
which this standpoint may have affected the research process and findings (Haraway, 1988). 
Consequently, vmilst feminism may have been inadvertently responsible for some of the 
'secondary victimisation' experienced by male survivors, the reflexlvity associated with a feminist 
standpoint enables this research to redress the balance by taking a truly egalitarian approach to 
the issue of rape. At the same time it enables me to reflect upon, and account for, my own inability 
to deal with the revelation that was presented at the start of this chapter. 
Having provided an introduction to some of the key issues, the next section offers a critical 
overview of some of the psychological theories that have enjoyed favour since rape research 
began. TTiis critique forms the argument for the theoretical framework adopted here (a feminist 
standpoint based on social psychological theories). A summary of the main findings that have 
emerged in earty and recent research is then followed by an overview of the methods applied 
based on the egalitarian stance being taken. Consequently, critical suggestions concerning how 
rape perceptions should be studied provide the rationale for the methods and theory adopted. 
1.3 Rape: Past theory and research 
Rape is an unusual crime because it is one of the few offences where the behaviour and 
reputation of the victim have as much influence on the verdict as the defendant's. There are rarely 
witnesses, and without forensic evidence, it is one of the hardest crimes to convict. For example, 
crime stati^ics indicate that vrfiilst the number of reported rapes is increasing (Adier, 1991), the 
number of successful convictions has fallen from 24% in 1985 in England and Wales to just under 
9% in 1997 (Home Office Research Study 196 a s cited in Lea, Lanvers & Shaw, 2003). However, 
to understand how jury members' decision making can lead to such low conviction rates it is first 
necessary to investigate people's beliefs concerning rape and rapists. Here (and more fully in later 
chapters) it is argued that patriarchy and the media play key roles. 
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A s previously mentioned, issues surrounding rape and sexual coercion have only become 
the focus of psychological investigations since the 1970s through the influence of the women's 
movement. As a result research investigating people's rape perceptions has been greatly informed 
by social and political shifts in the status of women. This research has done much to increase 
avk^reness concerning the prevalence and vwdespread misconceptions associated with the male-
perpetrated rape of females (Collins & Whalan. 1989). Since this research began, three broad 
etiological theories of rape have been proposed: the psychopathological. evolutionary and social 
psychological models (see Ellis, 1989 for a review of the major theories in early rape perception 
research). 
Early research into rape vras based on the psychopathological model. This model suggests 
that rapists are different to 'normal' men in that they have a psychological pathology that causes 
them to be sexually violent (see Matoesian, 1993 for a full description). However, before one can 
test this theory, one first has to be able to define the 'normal' man, which is immensely difficult 
given the heterogenous nature of this group. Indeed, researchers investigating this model have 
either failed to find evidence to support it (CooK 1998; Marolla & Scully, 1982) or have judged the 
evidence to be inconclusive or weak (see Koss & Leonard. 1984). One possible reason for this is 
that most of this research has been conducted on convicted rapists, and comparisons made 
between this sample and people who have been convicted of other, non-sexual crimes. However, 
convicted populations are likely to be more homogeneous than the general population. For 
example, people on low incomes and ethnic minorities are more likely to be represented than 
people from other economic groups because of an inability to afford good legal representation 
(Scully, 1990). In addition, convicted rapists themselves tend to be a very heterogenous group, 
who vary by the people they assault (mates, females, children, the elderly), the amount of violence 
they use and contact they have with their victim (stranger, date, acquaintance, spouse). This 
makes testing the psychopathological theory and generalising the results problematic. 
Indeed, a comprehensive study examining the accounts of 114 rapists with 75 felons 
convicted of non-sexual crimes that compared them on numerous variables found that the only 
significant difference between the two groups concerned their rape definitions and acceptance of 
interpersonal violence (Scully. 1990). In the case of rapists, rape was defined as anything sexual 
against a woman when physical force has been used and vi^en physical injury has taken place 
(because she can always keep her legs closed), whereas other felons regarded rape as sexual 
intercourse and did not consider injury a pre-requisite. However, both rapists and other felons 
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believed that a man should not relent when a woman says no and said that hitting a woman was 
justified. Consequently, the absence of dear distinguishing features that can accurately predict 
sexual aggression has led to the psychopathological model being rejected in favour of other 
explanations. All of these suggest that all men are capable of rape. 
The evolutionary model is one such approach that v ^ s popular during early research and 
has recently been resun^ected. This theory suggests that rape is a biologically adaptive mode of 
reproduction (Malamuth & Heilman. 1998; Shields & Shields, 1983; Symons, 1979; Thornhill & 
Palmer. 2000), v^ere all men's sexual impulses are seen as part of a 'human nature* that drives 
them to desire "no-cost, impersonal copulations' (Symons. 1979, pp. 284-285). Therefore, forceful 
copulatory tactics, such as rape, are said to have evolved through the processes of natural 
selection because it is a strategy that can be used to impregnate a s many females a s possible 
(Quinsey, 1984). However, formulations of this approach have been criticised for their potential to 
legitimise rape as a 'natural' phenomenon (Gard & Bradley, 2000; Perper, 1985) and the theory has 
subsequently been rejected by many. For example. Thornhill and Palmer's (2000) recent 
incarnation of the evolutionary perspective, v^^ich repeated the argument that rape is an evolved 
male behaviour, has been criticised for failing to account for the roles played by the psychological 
make-up of the rapist and their victim, and the context in which rape occurs (Gard & Bradley. 
2000). Moreover, this theory is wholly inadequate for explaining same-sex rape. Therefore, it can 
be concluded that recent resun-ections of evolutionary theory have not provided a better 
explanation than the social psychological model they set out to overturn (see Ward & Siegart. 2002 
for a critique). 
Unlike evolutionary theory, the social psychological model, which has been adopted by 
feminist scholars and has been applied to the research presented here, does focus on the context 
in which rape occurs. For example. Susan Brovmmiller's (1975) book. Against Our Will, emerged 
from the politics of the women's liberation movement in order to highlight the prevalence of female 
rape and the derogatory way that female survivors were treated by society and its legal institutions. 
Since then a large body of feminist research based on social (earning theory has linked the 
treatment of survivors with people's intuitive ideas about rape and the status of women in society 
(see Krah6, 1988 for a review of these early studies). 
Here, male-perpetrated female rape is described as a psychological extension of a 
dominant ideology that degrades women, justifies coercive sex and is supported by attitudes that 
are based on differential power roles for men and women (Krah6. 1991). In turn, rape and the fear 
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Of it, is said to maintain and reproduce male domination and female sub-ordination (Ward, 1995). In 
this context sexually violent women and same-sex rape can be explained by defining rape as part 
of a continuum of masculine (rather than male) behaviours that are learned because they are 
valued (McConaghy & Zamir, 1995). This occurs through four interrelated processes: 1) sexual 
aggression is enabled by imitating rape scenes and other acts of violence towards women (Nelson. 
1982); 2) sexual aggressors learn to associate sex and violence by viewing them depicted 
repeatedly in the same context (Donnerstein & Unz. 1998; Malamuth, 1983); 3) individuals 
internalise commonly held 'rape myths', such as 'no means yes' and 'all women secretly desire to 
be raped" (Burt, 1980,1998; Scully, 1990); 4) and become desensiUsed to the fear, pain and 
humiliation experienced by victims (Linz. 1985; Scully. 1990). 
Patriarchy and the processes involved in social learning also have wider implications 
because it is not only rapists who are exposed to scenes of sexual violence which enable the 
derogation of rape sun^vors and the dissemination of rape myths. Hence, the feminist perspective 
also suggests that these processes underpin the blurred boundary between where ordinary sex 
ends and sexual coercion appears because nomriative heterosexual sex is inherently entwined with 
a "gendered dominance-submission dynamic... [with] much violence ... contained within it as a 
matter of course" (Gavey, 1996, p. 52). Therefore, the judgements of jury members about rape 
survivors are also coloured by cultural and historically-specific beliefs and stereotypes about male 
and female relations, patterns of courtship, and role expectations regarding the acceptable, and 
therefore expected, behaviour of men and women that they see depicted as the norm. However, 
despite this very social influence on the creation of rapists and the rape myths that may cause 
doubt in the minds of jury members, most rape perception research has focused on testing 
attribution theory, which examines individual thought processes. 
Here it is suggested that people use representations comprising the rape myths they have 
'socially learned' to attribute causality in relation to other people's behaviour and attribution theory 
seeks to explain this. Attribution theory has been applied to several models that have been 
concerned with explaining the cognitive processes involved in peoples* reasoning when they 
attribute causality to events and behaviour (e.g. Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967; 
Weiner, 1974). Thus, attributions have been described a s the product of cognitive processes that 
are influenced by factors internal (related to characteristics of the individual or situation) and/or 
external to a speciflc situation or person, which may bias the observer's judgement (Kelley. 1967). 
For example, K e l l e / s (1973) work on attributions led to the finding that people have a strong 
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tendency to explain the actions of others in terms of internal (dispositional, personality) rather than 
external (situational) factors. One consequence of this is that a large corpus of research has found 
that people predictably ascribe blame to the victim rather than the perpetrator when making 
judgements about the c a i ^ l i t y of the male-perpetrated rape of females (Anderson & Seattle. 
1996). This has important implications given the finding that negative attributions contribute to the 
'secondary victimisation' experienced by survivors (Davis & Breslau. 1994; Williams. 1984), and 
can also be internalised and emerge in the self-blame that is apparent in rape victims (Katz & Burt, 
1988; Pitts a Schwartz, 1993). Hence, there is a need to understand the individual and social 
factors that influence rape attributions if psychology is to attempt to eradicate the self-blaming and 
negative attributions that are so detrimental to the victims of sexual crimes. 
Two opposing hypotheses failing under the umbrella of attribution theory have been 
applied as explanations for the blaming of rape survivors: Lerner*s (1970) theory of a just worid and 
Shaver's (1970) defensive attributional model. Both of these theories have been applied to the 
study of rape by several researchers (see Anderson, Beattie & Spencer. 2001). Those investigating 
Lerner's (1970) 'just worid" theory have asserted that victim blame arises because individuals 
generally believe that good things happen to good people and bad things happen to bad people. 
Consequentty, when a misfortune happens to a good person it threatens people's notion of a 'just 
worid'. Therefore, individuals adjust their perception of the victim and the victim's behaviour in a 
way that devalues her/him so that there is a better fir with their preconceptions about a just wortd. 
Hence, it is this that leads to victim blaming and derogatory attributions. Conversely, Shaver's 
(1970) 'defensive attributional model'(DFA) predicts that observers will be more lenient towards the 
victim when they see their own victimisation as highly probable, in the hope that such leniency 
would also be applied to them if they should find themselves in the same situation (Anderson & 
Beattie. 2001). 
To summarise, both theories assert that similarity between the victim and observer will 
heighten the observer's sense of vulnerability, but they differ in the evaluative outcomes they 
predict that this will lead to. The implications of such theories for researchers wishing to investigate 
the effects of perpetrator and victim sex and sexuality on observers' judgements are dear because 
they each suggest that similarities between the participant, victim and perpetrator may have an 
effect on the attributions respondents make. Therefore, the next sections examine the growing 
body of rape perception research that has tested Uiese two Uieories by examining the findings of 
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Studies that have investigated the effect of certain perpetrator, victim and observer characteristics 
on observers' attributions. 
1.3.1 R e s e a r c h related to perpetrator character ist ics 
The paradigm most often adopted in rape perception research typically involves presenting 
participants with a vignette concerning a scenario that is described as rape (Anderson et al., 2001) 
and then asking them to make judgements about the perpetrator and/or victim using a Ukert-type 
scale. One reason for the popularity of this paradigm is the ease with v^^ich certain characteristics 
of the victim and/or the perpetrator can be systematically manipulated to enable researchers to 
examine the effects of these variables on outcome measures. Consequently, it has been used to 
examine the effects of all manner of factors, that will be discussed in this and sut)sequent sections. 
Whilst political correctness and common-sense should both lead one to assume that 
ascription of blame would, and should, be levelled at the assailant and not the victim in rape cases , 
large numbers of studies have consistently found that at least some blame is attributed to the victim 
(Anderson & Beattie, 1996). Hence, both observers and the victims of sexual aggression tend to 
judge rape by focusing on aspects of the victim and their behaviour (rather than the perpetrator) 
when trying to find an explanation for what happened. Indeed, when examining the literature for 
examples of studies that have focused on the characteristics of the perpetrator that may influence 
rape attributions there is a noticeable scarcity compared to those that have focused on victim 
blaming. Therefore, the attributional biases apparent in ordinary people's thinking also appear to 
have informed the thinking of some researchers during the design of their research. 
Academics who have included some aspect of the perpetrator into their designs have often 
done so by linking the perpetrator and the victim. For example, knowledge concerning some kind of 
acquaintance between the victim and perpetrator was found to be positively correlated with victim 
blame and negatively correlated with perpetrator blame (e.g. Bridges & McGrail, 1989; Smith, 
Keating, Hester & Mitchell, 1976). In turn the degree of acquaintance between the defendant and 
victim has also been found to be negatively correlated vwth the length of sentences given to 
convicted rapists (McCormicK Marie, Seto & Barbaree, 1998). Similariy. in studies where the 
degree of acquaintance between the accused and the victim was held constant, researchers have 
varied the 'beverage consumption* (beer vs. cola) of the victim and the accused and found that, 
when the defendant had consumed alcohol, ot^servers were less likely to believe the accused and 
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more likely to find them guilty. Conversely, when the victim had consumed alcohol they were less 
likely to be believed and the defendant less likely to be found guilty (Schulter & Wall. 1998). 
The relative size of the perpetrator and the victim has also been co-varied to examine its 
effect on observers' attributions. Here. Ryckman. Graham. Thornton, Gold and Lindner (1998) 
found that the larger victim and perpetrator were considered more responsible than their smaller 
counterparts. Such findings can have particular relevance in relation to same-sex and female-
perpetrated male rape as the relative size of the victim and accused may have some bearing on 
trial outcomes. However, no such research has been conducted to determine whether or not this is 
the case. 
The amount of force used by the perpetrator has also been covaried with victim resistance 
to determine the effects on observers' attributions (Deitz, Liftman & Bentley. 1984; Garcia. 1998; 
Krulewitz & Nash, 1979; Muehlenhard & Hollabaugh. 1988; Osman & Davis, 1999; Pollard. 1992). 
Research has shown that observers presented with a scenario vb^here the victim physically resisted 
their attacker, or where the perpetrator used considerable force, found the victim less responsible 
for events than when the victim did not physically resist or where there was no evidence of force 
(see Pollard. 1992 for a review). Again this may have implications for male victims v ^ o may be 
expected to fight off any would-be rapists. 
Inconsistencies in the findings between studies suggest resistance alone is not a reliable 
predictor of the likelihood of conviction. For example, a study investigating the effects of different 
types of resistance (vert)al vs. physical vs. no resistance) have found that verbal resistance alone 
had less of an effect on ot)servers' attributions (Osman & Davis, 1999). Furthermore, there is 
evidence that male observers believe that female victims wanted sexual intercourse even when 
they were dressed modestly, resisted eariy during foreplay and had to be physically forced to have 
sex (Muehlenhard & Felts, 1987 as cited in Muehlenhard & Hollabaugh, 1988; Shetland & 
Goodstein. 1983). Therefore, some beliefs may over-ride the effects of material evidence. Indeed, 
these findings suggest a general belief (at least in men) that some female resistance is token and 
this leads otiservers to conclude that a man's persistence in the face of such resistance is 
acceptable (Muehlenhard a Hollabaugh, 1988). Whilst some may argue that people's beliefs have 
changed since 1988, a decade later Osman and Davis (1999) confirmed that belief in the token 
resistance of women to sex was still a stronger determinant of observers' attributions than victim 
resistance, and Garcia (1998) found that belief in rape myths had the same effect. 
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Unmeasured observer characteristics may also underiie the inconsistencies in research 
findings. For example, when examining the effects of victim resistance, Scroggs (1976) found that 
males attributed more blame and less intelligence than females to non-resisting victims compared 
with those vA\o resisted. Consequently, the derogatory treatment of (female) rape victims can be 
said to reflect derogatory beliefs about women and rape in general. This has led some to criticise 
rape perception research because of the way in which it positions (typically female) victims as 
being responsible for their assault, perpetuating the very rape myths and sexism that psychology 
should be attempting to overcome (Anderson & Doherty, 1997). To explicate this criticism further 
the next section will examine the research that has focused its attention on victim characteristics. 
1.3.2 R e s e a r c h related to victim character ist ics 
Jones and Aronson (1973) were the first to investigate the effects of social factors on 
judgements concerning female rape victims. In keeping with Lerne^s (1970) 'just wortd theory" they 
found that the perceived respectability of the victim, in terms of their marital status and sexual 
history, significantly influenced rape attributions. Thus, victims considered to be more respectable 
were held more responsible for their attack than those considered to be less respectable. However, 
subsequent studies have either failed to find any significant differences on the basis of the victim's 
respectability (Kanekar & Kolsawalla. 1977; Ken- & Kurtz, 1977; Paulsen. 1979), or have 
conversely supported Shaver's hypothesis by finding that more responsibility was attributed to less 
respectable victims (Alexander, 1980; Feldman-Summers & Lindner, 1976; Luginbuhl & Mullin, 
1981). 
Other victim characteristics said to influence attributions include the victim's social and 
marital status (Bachman. 1998; Feldman-Summers & Lindner, 1976; Luginbuhl & Mullin, 1981); 
attractiveness (Calhoun, Selby, Cann & Keller. 1978); sexual provocativeness (Kanekar & 
Kolsawalla. 1977); style of dress (Edmonds &Cahoon, 1986; Spence-Diehl. 1998; Stomio, 1998; 
Workman & Freeburg. 1999); and their consumption of alcohol (Richardson & Campbell. 1982; 
Schuller & Wall. 1998; Spence-Diehl, 1998; Stormo, 1998). Whether or not the victim should have 
foreseen the event (McCaul, Veltrum, Boyechko & Crawford, 1990); resisted (Garcia, 1998; 
Krulewitz. 1981; Osman & Davis, 1999); had been raped before (Calhoun. Selby & Waning, 1976); 
showed any sexual interest in their attacker prior to their assault (Stormo. 1998); was injured 
(Bachman, 1998) or had taken precautionary measures (Pallak & Davies, 1982) have also been 
linked to rape attributions. However, much of this research has produced inconclusive results 
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because the effects of various victim characteristics were mediated by other factors (see Whatley, 
1996 for a meta-analytic study of victim characteristics), such as the previously mentioned findings 
concerning the amount of intelligence attributed to the victim (Scroggs, 1976). acceptance of rape 
myths (Garcia, 1998), and belief in women's token resistance to sex (Osman a Davis, 1999). 
Furthermore, whilst subsequent studies investigating Jones and Aronson's (1973) original 
finding concerning victim respectability have used a wide variety of operational definitions of victim 
respectability, such as marital status, dress, occupation and previous sexual hidory, it has largely 
neglected the issue of the victim's sexuality or sexual orientation. Tliis however, is an extremely 
important issue to examine in the context of sexual violence. This could have widespread 
implications for male survivors given that people commonly believe that male rape occurs between 
homosexuals, who. in turn, are thought to be 'promiscuous' and have 'different values' and 
'depraved sexual needs' compared to heterosexuals (Gillis, 1998; Haddock a Zanna, 1998; Price, 
1982; Simon, 1998). 
Despite the view that attitudes towards gay people have changed, it is possible that male 
survivors who are believed to be homosexual may be considered less respectable than even the 
most disreputable heterosexual survivor. Moreover, from evidence provided by research into 
female rape that suggests more promiscuous victims are treated with less leniency than victims not 
described as promiscuous (Cann, Calhoun, a Warring. 1979; Hastings. 1998; L'Armand a 
Pepitone. 1982; Pollard, 1992; Spence-Diehl. 1998), it could be hypothesised that homosexuals 
would be treated less leniently than heterosexuals. A recent study found that more blame w a s 
assigned to homosexual male and female victims than heterosexual victims despite self-reported 
levels of anti-gay beliefs being relatively small (White a Robinson, 2002). Hence, it could be argued 
that shifts in political correctness have led to a change in publicly expressed attitudes rather than 
those that are privately held, with people simply more reluctant to voice their disapproval of gays 
because of an awareness of the more privileged voice of those projecting a less heterosexist^ view. 
Such nuances in the associations that people make regarding a person's sexuality 
highlight the importance of explicitly accounting for sexuality when investigating the effects of victim 
^ The term hetcrosexism should not be confixsed with homophobia. Just as se?dsm refers to the differential 
treatment of males and females, the former refers to the processes that lead to heterosexuals and homosexuals 
being treated differently. This can have a positive or negatiw effect. Conversely, homophobia refere to a 
clinical condition associated with an extreme, irrational fear of (male and/or female) homosexuals. 
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sex on rape attributions. For example, in a study that investigated male-perpetrated rape, female 
victims were considered more at fault than males if they were heterosexual, and male victims were 
blamed more than females if they were gay (Ford, Livi^g-McI-amb & Foley, 1998). These findings 
may reflect a belief that victims enjoy their experience. Therefore when a man is the perpetrator 
there is the possibility that people believe heterosexual females and homosexual males would 
enjoy being raped more than lesbians or heterosexual men would. In support of this, a study that 
investigated the effect of victim sexuality on the degree of responsibility, trauma and pleasure 
attributed to the mate victim in a scenario involving a mate perpetrator, found that participants 
attributed more responsibility, pleasure, and less trauma to a homosexual victim than a 
heterosexual one (Mitchell. Hirschman & Hall, 1999). Therefore, given the widely held belief that 
the victims and perpetrators of male rape are homosexual, participants in studies investigating 
male rape that have not specified the sexuality of the victim may have assumed both parties were 
homosexual, and this could have added 'noise' to the findings. 
Similariy. in a study that manipulated the sex of the victim and perpetrator. Smith et at. 
(1988) found that observers, in the condition where a man v/as sexually assaulted by a woman, 
were more likely to believe the victim encouraged and enjoyed the attack and believed him less 
likely to have been upset than the observers in the other conditions. Again, this would seem to 
suggest that participants assumed the members of this particular rape dyad were heterosexual. 
However, in the absence of confirmation this can only be infen-ed. What both studies show is the 
existence of a belief in participants that there are some people who enjoy being raped. Studies that 
have explicitly investigated sexuality have been conspicuously scarce however, and there has 
been no study that has attempted to investigate all possible combinations of vidim-perpetrator 
dyads, manipulating the sex and sexuality of both the perpetrator and the victim. This has made it 
difficult to draw conclusions, and has left psychology open to criticisms of heterosexism as well as 
sexism (Kitzinger. 1996). 
The avoidance of heterosexism is particularty important in rape perception research given 
the significant relationship consistently found between traditional gender role attitudes (GRA) and 
derogatory judgements about rape victims (Bostwick & Oelucia, 1992; Burt, 1980; Check & 
Malamuth, 1983; Feild, 1978), and between G R A and intolerance of homosexuality (Cotton-
Houston & Waite. 2000; HereK 1988; Kite & Deaux, 1986; KurdeK 1988; Whiteley, 1987). These 
findings suggest that individuals v/ho subscribe to traditional gender role identities view males as 
sexually dominant and females a s passive recipients (Ussher. 1998). Consequently, when 
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participants are presented with rape cases that involve males and females that depart from 
traditional expectations, both males and females who hold traditional sex-role attitudes tend to 
attribute more blame to the victim than non-traditional individuals. Therefore, it could be 
hypothesised that traditional males and females may attribute even more blame when the victim is 
homosexual^ than people who hold less traditional attitudes. 
To summarise, most rape perception research has been confined to male-perpetrated 
(apparently heterosexual) sexual violence against females, with the implicit assumption that any 
findings can then be generalised to males and homosexuals, or a simple denial that male 
victimisation is an issue. This may reflect the belief that this represents such a minor problem a s to 
negate research on the same scale. In addition, the sexuality of the victim and perpetrator has 
usually gone unstated, making the relevance of these studies to real-tife c a s e s involving 
homosexuals tenuous despite a recent finding that, in the case of male rape, homosexuals and 
bisexuals may be at greater risk (Mezey & King. 1998). Indeed, in the absence of clarification, there 
may well have been the assumption that in investigations of male-perpetrated female rape both the 
male perpetrator and the female victim are heterosexual. Again, research indicates that sexuality 
may affect the amount of pleasure and responsibility attributed to victims (Mitchell et al., 1999). 
This could have influenced the attributions that participants made in past research, particularly 
given people's belief in rape myths such as 'all women secretly desire to be raped* (Burt, 1980; 
1998) and "getting raped doesn't really upset men' (Stnjckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 
1992). Therefore, the next section explicitly examines the effects of rape myth acceptance and 
other observer characteristics that have been implicated in rape attributions. 
1.3.3 R e s e a r c h related to observer character ist ics 
Whilst historically most research has focused on testing either defensive attribution theory 
(Shaver, 1970) or Lerner's (1970) theory of a just worid, more recent research has concentrated on 
observer characteristics. This r ^ a r c h has mainly examined participants' sex (e.g. Garcia. 1998; 
Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; Schuller & Wall. 1998). gender role identity (e.g. Acock a Ireland, 1983; 
Weidner a Griffitt, 1983), occupation (Brown a King, 1998) and rape myth acceptance (e.g. 
Bohner, Siebler, Sturm, Effler, Utters, Reinhard a Rutz. 1998; Burt, 1980; 1998; Schuller a Wall, 
^ The term homose?ajal is used to describe boih gay males and lesbians. 
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1998; Struckman-Johnson & Stmckman-Johnson. 1992). However, findings have been inconsistent 
and may have been mediated by interactions between variables. For example, eariy studies that 
have investigated sex differences have suggested that males attribute more responsibility (Calhoun 
et al.. 1978; Jenkins a Dambrot. 1987; Thornton. Robbins & Johnson, 1981; Thornton & Rykman 
1983) and blame to victims, and less to assailants, than females do (Cowan & Curtis. 1994; Fulero 
& Delara, 1976; Howells. Shaw. Greasley. Robertson. GlosterS Metcalfe, 1984). However, the 
degree of empathy with the victim, beliefs conceming the aetiology of rape, and levels of rape myth 
acceptance in male and female observers may have mediated these findings, with females less 
accepting of rape myths and more likely to empathise with the victim in studies investigating male-
perpetrated female rape compared to male observers. For example, past researchers have found 
that an observer's ability to idenfify with a rape victim significantly affects their perceptions of the 
victim, the perpetrator and the rape situation (Feldman-Summers & Lindner, 1976; Metzger, 1976; 
Russell, 1975). However, this finding has more recently been found to be mediated by rape myth 
acceptance (Sinclair & Boume, 1998) and belief in whether or not rape is motivated by sex or 
power (Anderson & Swainson. 2001; Ward 1995). 
As previously stated. Lemer (1970) suggested that situations that elicit feelings of 
vulnerability in observers will induce a 'just worid bias", such that observers v\^o feel vulnerable to 
the victim's predicament will try to reduce their feelings of vulnerability by finding the victim more 
blameworthy through attributing causality to their pre-attack behaviours. However, the finding that 
observers tend to be more sympathetic and less judgmental towards victims if they can view the 
situation from the victim's perspective would seem to be more supportive of Shaver's (1970) 
attributional defensive model (Jones & Nisbett, 1972). Conversely, other eariy studies have found 
that females attribute more victim blame (Howard. 1984). and responsibility to (female) victims (e.g. 
Krulewitz & Payne. 1978; Luginbuhl & Mullin, 1981; Walsh, 1984). and show greater leniency to 
perpetrators (Walsh. 1984) than male observers, which lends support to Leme^s (1970) 'just worid 
hypothesis'. Other studies have found no evidence of sex differences at all (e.g. Acock & Ireland. 
1983; Krah6,1985; L'Armand & Pepitone. 1982). Hence, the contradictory findings apparent in 
studies that have examined victim characteristics are also apparent in research that has focused 
on characteristics of the observers. 
Whilst it has been proposed that contradictory findings may have resulted from differences 
between males and females in their ability to identify with the victims in the rape scenarios, studies 
that have compared attributions towards male and female victims have reached a number of 
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conclusions that may shed light on why studies report findings regarding the rape attributions of 
males and females may contradict each other. For example, males tend to attribute more Wame 
than females to male victims (McCaul. Veltrum. Boyechko a Crawford, 1990; Whatley a Riggio, 
1993), and participants (regardless of sex) generally tend to attribute more blame (Foley, Evandc , 
Kamik a King. 1995; McCaul. Veltmm. Boyechko a Crawford, 1990) and responsibility (Pen-ott a 
Webber, 1996) to female than male victims overall. This suggests that it is an over-simplification to 
argue that similarity between the victim and observer alone is sufficient to affect rape attributions. 
Another reason proposed for inconclusive and contradictory results concerns the cultural 
origins of samples, as some of this research was conducted in North America and some conducted 
with British Samples. This led Krah6 (1991) to argue that there is a need to investigate ttie effects 
of otjserver gender cross-culturally, with the expectation that cultures with more restrictive gender 
roles and higher levels of traditional attitudes concerning the sexes will have greater levels of victim 
blaming than countries with more flexible attitudes. The advent of the Internet makes accessibility 
to multi-cultural samples much easier, leaving fewer excuses for not doing so a s a matter of 
course. 
Other studies have emphasised the acceptance of rape myths (RMA) as a mediating factor 
in sex differences. Here, rape myths are defined as negative statements about rape victims that 
have no factual basis, but are widely accepted, and there is a large body of evidence to suggest 
that high levels of RMA are positively correlated with victim blame and responsibility (Bunting a 
Reeves, 1983; Burt, 1980; Quackenbush, 1989). For example, Kalof and Wade (1995) explained 
the greater leniency shown by women than men towards rape victims in terms of their greater 
likelihood of having experienced sexual abuse. Consequently, they are less likely to hold attitudes 
that are supportive of rape or interpersonal violence, or that endorse rape myths. Similariy. Kopper 
(1996) found that both males and females who were low in RMA attributed significantly less blame 
to the victim and more to the perpetrator, and were less likely to believe that the assault could have 
been avoided, than males and females who were high in rape myth acceptance. 
However, an explanation for these findings could lie in the relationship found between RMA 
and subjective definitions of rape, whereby high RMA has been related to nan-ower rape definitions 
and descriptions of pre-rape behaviour that implied victim responsibility and precipitation (Burt a 
Albin, 1981). Indeed, Pan-ot and Bechhofer (1991) suggested that rape myths assist in creating the 
'classic rape scripr, which is seen as an assault against a woman by a strange man, outside at 
night, involving a weapon and violence, resistance by the victim, leading to severe wounds and 
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signs of struggle. As a result, rape myths are also related to victim gender in the sense that the 
believable rape is considered to be one where a man rapes a woman, not one v^^ere a man is the 
victim or a woman is the perpetrator. This can have serious consequences for the mate survivor 
because victims who compare their own assault with their perceptions of the 'classic' rape and do 
not find a match conclude that they have not been raped, and consequently, do not report it to the 
police (Parrot. 1991). 
Anecdotally. my own experience as a rape counsellor would support this suggestion, with 
many clients arguing that their own experience was unworthy of the label rape because it did not 
meet some criteria of the classic rape. As a result, they had problems understanding their own pain 
and psychological disturbance. Indeed, one possible reason v\my men are much less likely to report 
their abuse than women could be out of a belief that their claims are much less likely to be 
believed. Again, most of the research concerning the relationship between rape myth acceptance 
and rape attributions has focused on the male-perpetrated rape of women. Consequently, there is 
a need to investigate the influence of rape myths in attributions concerning male as well as female 
rape. 
Sadly, psychology may have had an implicit role to play in the derogatory treatment of 
victims because the general public tends to look to the 'experts' of science for their 'factual' 
knowledge atxjut the worid. For example, rape myths were defined by Lonsway and Fitzgerald 
(1994) a s "attitudes and beliefs that are generally false but are widely and consistently held, and 
that serve to deny and justify male aggression against women" (p. 134). Whilst this definition 
admirably serves the feminist ideal of helping women, it excludes male victims and female 
perpetrators. However, inaccurate and insufficient data concerning the prevalence of male 
victimisation have not helped. Nonetheless, it could be argued that the sexism inherent in rape 
myths has also permeated by the supposedly objective and value-free endeavours of resear<^er^. 
For example, a study by Muehlenhard and Hollabaugh (1988) found that 39.3% of 610 female 
undergraduates had engaged in 'token resistance' to sexual advances and suggested that such 
practices discouraged honest communication, maintained restrictive gender roles and taught men 
to disregard women's resistance. Hence, women were yet again held responsible for the actions of 
men. This is alanming given that such wori< is aimed at providing the theoretical framewori< for both 
preventative education programs and therapeutic interventions, and highlights the need for a truly 
egalitarian approach to feminist research to better meet its goal of eradicating the sexism in 
psychological enquiry. 
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The age of observers may also be relevant to the attributions they make. For example, 
older participants have been found to exhibit higher levels of rape myth acceptance and victim 
blame than others (as cited in Anderson et al., 2001). Similarly, negative attitudes tov^rards 
homosexuals (and therefore, potentially the victims and perpetrators of same-sex rape) have also 
been found to be inversely related to age (Herek, 1984; KurdeK 1988). Interestingly however, 
v^ilst older people are more likely to hold rape-supportive attitudes, approximately 50% of 
convicted rapists in the United States were reported to be under the age of 25 (U.S. Department of 
Justice. 1986). So, whilst older people may embody attitudes that would appear to be supportive of 
rape, it is younger men v^^o appear to be committing the crimes. This suggests a lack of congruity 
t>etween perceptions and behaviour that is not easy to explain (i.e. one would expect rape 
supportive beliefs to be a prerequisite of rape). However, such findings may be a reflection of the 
type of people who get caught and convicted rather than an accurate profile of those most likely to 
commit rape. However, this subtle contradiction between attitudes and behaviour also highlights a 
need to investigate the relationships between observer characteristics, such as age, sex and RMA 
and the particular victim and perpetrator characteristics being investigated. 
One study that examined the role of rape myths in attributions concerning male as well as 
female victims investigated Calhoun et al.'s (1976) assertion (based on the covariation principle 
described in K e l l e / s formulation of attribution theory) that victim blaming occurs because of the 
•systematic and rational application of the covariation rules of inductive reasoning" (Anderson et al., 
2001. p. 445). Consequently, Calhoun et al. (1976) argued that victim blaming is logical and that 
people make attributions in the same way scientists search for experimental causality: by 
assessing the logical 'fit" or deviation (covariation) between two variables (the cause and effect). As 
a result, observers might seek out information concerning how many times the event might have 
happened before or in different environments. After manipulating the covariation information 
concerning consistency (i.e. v^ether or not the victim had been raped before, and v^^ether or not 
other rapes had occurred in the area) Calhoun et al. (1976) found that men attributed more fault 
than women to the victim in the condition where the victim had been raped before and no other 
rapes had occurred in the area. Consequently, they explained the sex differences found in rape 
attributions by suggesting, 'men appear to adopt the interpretation of the rape episode more 
congruent with attribution theory" than female observers because their thinking is more logical 
(Calhoun et al.. 1976. as cited in Anderson et al., 2001. p. 449). 
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Anderson et al. (2001) argued against this contention by pointing out that the dominant 
research paradigm applied in rape perception studies involves presenting participants with a 
vignette concerning a scenario that is described as rape. Various aspects of the vignette relevant to 
Kelley's attributional model are manipulated, fol lowed by a series of statements about the event, 
which observers respond to. Hov/ever, by presenting the vignette as a rape case the logical 
conclusion should be that it is rapists and not vict ims who cause rape because if a rapist were not 
present no rape would have occurred. Therefore, by asking participants to make judgements about 
the vict ims in these scenarios researchers are requiring participants to re-assign some of this 
blame avray f rom the rapist and onto the victim (Anderson & Doherty, 1997). Consequently, this 
paradigm lacks ecological validity because it pre-defines the responses of participants and does 
not address the question of whether or not participants would use the covariation principle if given 
equal opportunity not to (Anderson et al. . 2001). 
This led Anderson et al. (2001) to suggest that blaming rape victims is il logical and to 
investigate victim blame in people's discussions about scenarios involving male and female vict ims 
rather than using forced-choice questionnaire methods. The results of their quantitative and 
qualitative analyses showed that, when participants were given the opportunity to have an open-
ended discussion concerning the rape scenarios, they under-used the covariation principle. Indeed, 
discourse analysis revealed that logic/rationality was a "flexibly constructed, attended-ta<Jescription 
In talk that works reflexively with the participants* awrt rationality rather than as an overiy 
mechanistic, automated and abstracted category of ' logic' that participants either adhere to or 
deviate f rom.. . " (Anderson et al . , 2001 , p. 462). 
Similariy, Barbara Krah6 (1988) argued against vignette studies as a means of collecting 
rape attributions. This is because vignettes are typically kept brief and contain very little information 
beyond that which relates to the independent variables. Whilst this paradigm has clear advantages 
in terms of parsimony and the absolute control of variables. Krah6 (1991) found that, when they 
were given the opportunity, 6 0 % of her German sample and 40 .8% of British participants requested 
additional information in order to feel able to make judgements concerning the rape. This led her to 
suggest that rape attributions may be better explored using qualitative techniques, or, to address 
the issue of validity, researchers who adopt the vignette paradigm, in order to inherit its 
advantages, should ask participants if the information provided was sufficient for their needs. 
In addit ion, attribution theory itself, which is based on the principles of logic, has been 
judged to be insufficient to explain causal attributions or elucidate the critical information people 
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draw on to make rape judgements. This is because individualism is inherent in its construction, 
providing an insufficient account of the role of society and culture in judgement processes 
(Anderson et a!., 2001 ; Moscovici & He\wstone, 1983). Indeed. Moscovici and Hewstone (1983) 
argued that attritxit ion theory is a theory concerned only with the prediction that if A happens then, 
X wil l resul t It does not address why A leads to X In other words, it is a "theory of causes without 
explanations" (Moscovici & Hewstone. 1983. p. 121). Instead, Moscovici (1984a) of fered what he 
considered to be a better explanation of causal reasoning: the theory of social representations 
(SRT). SRT is concerned with the role of society and culture rather than cognit ion in explaining why 
people make the causal attributions that they do. It is argued here that this is more in line wi th a 
feminist f ramework that provides an etiological explanation for rape that stresses the role of 
patriarchal hegemonies in the making of rapists. However, Chapter 2 offers a critical evaluation of 
SRT that provides the rationale for the construction of a new theory: the theory of social re-
constructionism, provided in Chapter 3. 
The theory of social re-constructionism (SRC) argues that to fully explain the processes 
involved in rape attributions it is necessary to consider the biological, cognitive, social and 
individual mechanisms that filter people's perceptions in such a way as to lead to the illogical 
blaming of victims. Furthermore, it is argued that to do this it is necessary to take an eclectic and 
multi-disciptinary approach to research. Consequently, it sets out a particular research position that 
seeks to address the shortcomings of positivist and post-modem approaches by allying itself to the 
suggestion that a feminist standpoint be taken in conjunction wi th social constructionism, and 
applied to all methodologies. This provides a description of the functional and personal reflexivity 
that was applied to the research presented in later chapters so that I could politically engage wi th 
the social issues involved (Parker, 1991) regardless of whether quantitative or qualitative methods 
were conducted. Furthermore, to avoid the circular arguments inherent in the relativist stance of 
social constructionists, SRC argues that researchers should adopt the 'poli t ical ly-infomied relativity' 
proposed by Rosalind Gill (1995). This al lows psychologists to "theorize their own location as 
researchers of sex and violence within a patriarchal society" (Anderson & Doherty, 1997, p.548), 
whilst still being able to make the value-claims necessary for overturning injustices. Hence, this 
chapter also suggests that researchers should attempt to avoid a priori assumptions by 
determining, rather than assuming, what factors are relevant to people's rape perceptions. 
In keeping wi th this suggestion. Chapter 4 provides the results obtained f rom an 
exploratory interview d u d y that set out to investigate the critical infonmation people draw on when 
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discursively negotiating issues related to rape. The results of this determined what factors should 
be investigated in later studies. Here, a grounded theory of people's notions of male and female 
rape, patterns of courtship and the normative sexual practices of heterosexuals and homosexuals 
were developed from ten semi-structured interviews conducted wi th men and women. The results 
confimned that people's ideas about men and women and rape were greatly informed by patriarchy 
and media constructions of rape. Consequently, Chapter 5 presents the results of a discursive 
analysis of newspaper articles that appeared in the Guardian and the Telegraph concerning a gang 
rape, which led to the conviction of a woman wi th several males for the rape of the female vict im. 
This revealed fundamental di f ferences in the attributions enabled by the constructions made 
available in both papers, v^rhilst there were startling similarit ies between them in the ideological 
functions served by the reporting styles adopted. 
However, neither of these studies could comment on whether or not the variables that are 
apparent in people's discursive constructions of rape in interviews and newspaper articles wiW 
actually affect the judgements observers make v i^en asked to determine the guilt or innocence of 
someone accused of rape. For example, it may be reasonably assumed that, when questioned, 
people's verbal re-constructions of rape wil l be inf luenced by the pressures of impression 
management far more than when they are able to express their v iews privately. Therefore, Chapter 
6 presents the results of a 16-condition between-subjects experiment that manipulated the sex and 
sexuality of both the vict im and perpetrator in rape vignettes and measured observers' levels of 
RMA and attitudes towards homosexuality to determine the effects of these factors on rape 
attributions. In keeping wi th expectations, this study found some evidence that implicated a vict im's 
sex and sexuality in rape attributions and sut)jeclive definit ions of rape. However, the main 
signiftcant di f ferences were found in relation to observers' levels of rape myth acceptance, age and 
vi^ether they had perpetrated some kind of sexual coercion. No other significant dif ferences were 
found. 
Finally. Chapter 7 discusses the strengths and weaknesses of the theory and research 
presented in previous chapters in light of all the research findings. This highlights the projects' 
present and future contributions to the research areas involved, w i th suggestions for future 
research and ways to change current social thinking to provide a more sympathetic cl imate for 
male victims. It concludes by attempting to answer the question that motivated this research: why 
do people react the way they do when presented wi th evidence of female-perpetrated male rape? 
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The theory of social representations: Past and present 
2.1 Ra t iona le 
Chapter 1 argued that gaps in rape perception research and people's i lMounded beliefs 
about rape (i.e. rape myths) and male and female gender roles have rendered male victims and 
female perpetrators virtually invisible. In turn, these beliefs were shown to be (at least partially) 
responsible for the secondary victimisation and under-reporting inherent to rape. For example, rape 
myths, such as 'all women secretly desire to be raped' and 'getting raped doesn't really upset men' , 
are implicated in the derogatory treatment of vict ims because they imply that the vict im may have 
actually enjoyed being raped. Moreover, tielief in rape myths was linked to narrow definit ions of 
rape, and an increased likelihood that observers wi l l conclude that an event was not a 'real ' rape. 
Hence, they were implicated in the failure to reach a conviction in approximately 9 1 % of rape tr ials 
(Home Off ice Research Study 196 as cited in Lea, Lanvers & Shaw, 2003). 
Despite the derogatory effects that rape myths have on male as wel l as female survivors, 
feminists argue that these beliefs are a product of the patriarchal culture in which w e live, wi th the 
media implicated in the reproduction of sexual aggression and the dissemination of rape myths. 
This would suggest that the social context in which people make rape attributions is key to 
understanding the processes involved. However, the individualism of attribution theory, which has 
resulted in considerable research testing Lerner*s (1970) theory of a just world against Shaver's 
(1970) defensive attributional model, was found to be too narrowly focused to account for the social 
origins of some of the factors that influence attributions. As a result. Chapter 1 concluded that the 
theory of social representations (SRT), which stresses the social nature of people's perceptions, 
may provide a better model for explaining rape attributions. 
The a im of this chapter is to evaluate this suggestion by fol lowing the evolution of SRT. 
starting with a description of the theory based on the first full English description wri t ten by its 
founder. Serge Moscov id . in 1984. This is fo l lowed by a selective review of the empirical research 
that has investigated social representations and the crit iques and amendments to the theory that 
th is has given rise to. The chapter concludes wi th a summary of where SRT currently stands and 
argues that its usefulness may lie in its ability to be merged with other theories rather than in its 
at)itity to stand alone. This provides the rationale for the construction of a new theory, based on the 
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developments and suggestions that have emerged f rom work on social representations, many of 
which Moscovici has endorsed at some t ime or another. This new theory of causal explanations 
(the theory of social re-constoict ionism) is presented in Chapter 3. 
2.2 What are socia l representat ions? 
Since social representat ior^ were initially described as " . . . the elaborating of a social 
object [in this case psychoanalysisf by the community for the purpose of behaving and 
communicat ing ' (Moscovici, 1963. p. 251). Moscovici has provided a number of definit ions. For 
example, in later wri t ings he described them as 'cognit ive systems wi th a logic and language of 
their own... for the discovery and organisation of reality... to establish an order which wil l enable 
individuals to orientate themselves in their material and social wor id. . . [and] to enable 
communicat ion to take place among members of a community by providing them v\^h a code for 
social exchange... and for unambiguously naming and classifying the various aspects of their wor id 
and their individual and group h i s t o r / (1973. as cited in Farr. 1987. pp. 345-346). Then later he 
described them as "concepts, images, statements, explanations, perceptions, theories, branches of 
knowledge, and words or mixtures of these things' (Moscovici. 1982, p.202), fol lowed by 'cogni t ive 
matrices co-ordinating ideas, words, images and perceptions that are all inter-l inked' (Moscovici & 
Hewstone. 1983, p. 115). 
Thankfully, recent definit ions have taken less of an 'umbrella* approach. For example Kay 
Deaux and Gina Philogene recently described them as ' the products of social thinking, stnjcturing 
beliefs, and knov/ledge about phenomena considered significant for a given community.. . [and] the 
processes by wh ich w e construct our reality" (Phi logene & Deaux, 2001 , p. 5). In other words. SRT 
centres on the content and process of people's thinking by suggesting that social representations 
enable people to have a shared sense of reality as wel l as constructing that reality. They do this by 
enabling people to categorise and identify unfamil iar things in their wor ld in order to "make the 
unfamil iar fami l ia r , by giving the abstract and previously unknowm a concrete reality (Moscovici. 
1984a, p. 24). Indeed, it is their consensual adoption that is said to underpin group formation and 
form the basis of a s o c i e t / s culture. However, to understand this more fully it is necessary to track 
' Text appearing in square brackets within a quote has been inserted by this Ihesis's author. 
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a representation from its etiological beginnings through to its graduation into a social 
representation. 
In descrit>ing the aetiology of social representations, Moscovici (1984a) made a distinction 
between 'normal/lay thinking' and 'scientif ic thinking*. In the "consensual universe" of the lay 
thinker, society is being continually created and given value, meaning and purpose through the 
sharing of representations. However, in the "reified universe" of the scientif ic thinker, society is 
reduced to a system of constants, unvarying and "indifferent to individuality and lack of identity" 
(Moscovici. 1984a, p.20). Whilst this d i^ inc t ion has been less universally accepted than other 
aspects of the theory, it is important to note that (at least in his early writ ings) Moscovici (1984a) 
considered science to be above values because scientists use empirical precision to come to 
intellectual conclusions about objects in the worid. Conversely, social representations give reality a 
shape and meaning that makes it accessible to everyone. Hence, Moscovici (1984a) argued that 
common sense (social representations) trickles down from the theories of science (in the reif ied 
universe) to lay people in the consensual universe. However, whilst scientists are constantly 
discovering new 'facts' and generating new theories about the worid, only some of these enter 
society to become social representations because only some of them meet an immediate need. 
Those that do become part of people's corpus of social representations, do so through three 
stages. 
During the scientific phase a new theory/knowledge claim emerges from the wori< of 
scientists in the reified universe. The representation phase sees this information created and 
dif fused through society via the media and communicat ion between individuals in the consensual 
universe. Finally, during the ideological phase the social representation is adopted by a group or 
institution to be reconstructed in such a way that common sense can be endowed wi th scientif ically 
derived credibility in order to become an ideology. Hence, representations are seen to become 
social as people try to make sense of their wor ld and communicate this ' rea l i t / to others as part of 
their daily life. Therefore, if a representation is not needed in order to make sense of someone's 
reality it wi l l not become social. Representations that do become social are those that enable 
people to make an unfamil iar event or object famil iar by comparing it to an existing system of 
categories and adjusting it until they f ind a fit (Moscovici, 1984a). This occurs through the 
processes of anchoring and objectif ication. 
During anchoring the unknown object is named as an example of a given category (i.e. 
anchored to what is already known). Once named the unfamiliar object can then be described and 
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given particular characteristics based on the characteristics of the prototype for this category. Then, 
it can be distinguished f rom other objects by these characteristics. Finally, it can be fitted to a 
common frame of reference between others who adopt and share the same convention. As a 
result, that which was previously unfamiliar (i.e. a scientific theory) is given ' a social identity - the 
scientific concept becomes part of common speech and individuals or symptoms are no more than 
familiar technical and scientif ic terms" (Moscovici. 1984a. p. 35). Indeed. Moscovici (1984a) argued 
that people cannot think or perceive without anchoring an unfamil iar otf ject to an existing category 
because "any opinion that refers to the category wi l l also refer to the object or idea ' (Moscovici, 
1984a. pp.29-30). Consequently, the process of anchoring also enables people to give things a 
positive or negatwe value by placing them into a 'graded hierarchy". In other words, no perception 
can have a neutral value because representing something inevitably involves making a judgement 
about it. 
To become part of someone's reality however, there also has to be a means by which 
something previously meaningless and abstract can be endowed wi th meaning in order to become 
'rear at a social level. Objec^ification refers to this process. Here, substance is given to something 
that was previously ethereal by pairing an image wi th words In order to articulate the abstract 
concept. For example, by comparing God to a father or describing mental ability in temis of age 
range the previously invisible becomes meaningful, and thus perceptible to all. By attaching 
meaning to concepts in this way people can use the words given to a social representation more 
readily, and d i c h ^ emerge to add further depth of meaning to a concept and enable people to use 
it in their everyday claims. In this way it becomes an accepted part of reality and everyday speech, 
and " images become elements of reality rather than elements of t houghr (Moscovici, 1984a, p.40). 
Hence, it is the process of objectif icatlon that enables a representation to be communicated to 
others in order for it to be socially adopted. Once communicated however, the representation takes 
on a life of its own. Indeed, Moscovici (1984a) argued that "nobody's ri i ind is free from the effects 
of the prior conditioning wh ich is imposed by his representations, language and culture. We think, 
by means of a language, w e organise our thoughts, in accordance wi th a system which is 
condit ioned, both by our representation and our cul ture. ' (Moscovici, 1984a. p. 8). Hence, people 
are dictated to by the social representations that pre-exist them because the social representations 
available in a person's society are what def ine their 'reality'. 
In addit ion, Moscovici (1984a) argued that the consensual adoption of social 
representations underpins group formation in as much as it is this sharing of representations that 
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distinguishes members of one group from members of another group. Indeed, Moscovici (1984a) 
argued that it is th is consensual adoption, wh ich facil i tates interactions between individuals and 
groups, and distinguishes the theory of 'social ' (unique to a few) representations from Durkheim's 
theory of 'collective' (shared by the whole of society) representations. Hence, SRT emptes ises the 
role of consensus and communicat ion, and locates people's perception within the social systems 
that comprise culture. 
To summarise, people's everyday knowledge of the worid (social representations) comes 
f rom the theories of science, which are di f fused into societies by the mass media and as people 
talk about the worid. As such, social representations are historically prescriptive because they pre-
exist people. However, only those scientiric theories (or components thereof) needed to make the 
'unfamiliar familiar* graduate to become social representations through the processes of anchoring 
and objectif ication. Once objectif ied, the terms used in science become a part of everyday speech 
and people can be demarcated into groups by the social representations that are apparent in their 
communications. Hence, scientists and lay people can be distinguished by the origins of their 
theories about the worid. For scientists, knowledge comes from systematic measurement and 
observation. For lay people, knowledge comes f rom social representations that are communicated 
to them by members of their group. Hence, there are three ways that social representations can be 
regarded as social. Firstly, they are social in their aetiology, emerging f rom ' an unceasing babble 
and permanent dialogue between individuals' (Moscovici, 1984b, p.951). Secondly, they are social 
in their content (i.e. what it is that is being represented). Thirdly, they are social in their function, 
whereby they al low people to interpret their wor id and to form social groups. This emphasis on the 
social has led advocates to c la im that SRT has more practical utility than the individualistic 
attribution theory, based on information processing models, that have been offered by dominant 
strands of psychology (behaviourist and cognitive psychology). Indeed, Moscovici has been quick 
to criticise the theories of mainstream psychology and the reductionistic methods used to test them. 
The next section examines some of the empirical research that has been inspired by SRT in order 
to assess Moscovici and Hewstone's (1983) claim that SRT offers a better model than attribution 
theory for explaining people's attributions. 
2.3 Crit ical I s s u e s for the theory of socia l representations 
SRT research cannot be reviewed without first comment ing on the impressive weal th of 
studies that it has inspired and the wide variety of phenomena it has been applied to. For example, 
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researchers have examined people's social representations of chi ldhood (Chombart de Lauwe, 
1984). gender roles (Duveen. 1996; Duveen & Uoyd, 1986; Kruse, Weimer & Wagner, 1988; 
Muncer. Campbel l . Jervis & Lewis, 2001), economics (McGuirk, 1991), places (Mi lgram. 1984), 
mental illness (De Rosa. 1987; Jodelet, 1991). radioactivity (Galli & Nigro. 1987). cities (Jodelet & 
Milgram, 1977). culture (Kaes, 1968), education (Gorin, 1980). the human body (Jodelet & 
Moscovici, 1975), health and illness (Flick, 2000; HerzJich. 1973). inter-group and interpersonal 
relationships (Quaglino. 1979; West, 2002). ethnicity (Campbell & McLean. 2002). therapeutic 
groups (Kaes, 1976). child development (Chombart de Lauwe. 1971; Emler & Dickenson. 1985 as 
cited in Doise. 1985), intell igence (Poeschl. 2001). human rights (Doise. Spini & Clemence. 1999). 
aggression (Campbel l , Muncer, Guy & Banim. 1996; George, 2003; Richardson & Latane, 2001). 
sexuality (White. 2002) and sexual risk taking (Breakwel l . 1996)^. For this reason one of the main 
strengths of SRT is its applicability to a wide range of socially relevant and applied phenomena. 
However, the sheer size of the research corpus that SRT has generated makes it 
impossible to conduct an exhaustive review of all the research that has been conducted in the 
space al lowed. Moreover, it is of greater relevance to the aims of this chapter to examine the 
critical debate that some SRT research has inspired. In particular, it has been suggested that 
ambiguit ies in the theory have led to gaps and weaknesses in research design and analyses 
(McKinlay. Potter & Wetherel l , 1993). and that much SRT research reflects the reductionism and 
individualism that Moscovici originally criticised (Partner. 1987). Indeed, the next sections wil l show 
that contradictions between different aspects of the theory and a lack of specificity make it dif f icult 
for researchers to select the most appropriate method for testing SRT. Hence, the remainder of this 
chapter provides an issue-based review of how methodological crit iques of earty social 
representations* research revealed problems wi th the theory itself. 
The ways that SRT has been developed in response to these crit icisms wi l l also be 
discussed, thereby providing a critical overview of SRT both past and present. However, before this 
can take place it is first necessary to understand Moscovici 's thoughts on the social psychology 
that was dominant at the t ime of developing his theory. Therefore, the next section starts by 
examining whaX Moscovici sought to achieve wi th SRT, both theoretically and empirically, before it 
goes on to describe the topics and assess the methods associated wi th SRT research. 
*" This is by no means an exhaustiw list. 
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2.3.1 Appropriateness of the methods used to study socia l representations 
Farr (1993) suggested that one of Moscovici 's main achievements was elucidating 
'science' as an otjject of study in its own right because it is itself a social representation. Indeed. 
Moscovici (1984a) identified several implications that SRT has for social psychological research, 
wh ich led h im to conclude that social psychology should be the study of social representations as 
opposed to the study of cognit ion or behaviour that was the dominant practice at the t i m e This is 
because all cognition and behaviour can only have a reality and a consequence insofar as they 
signify something, and they can only gain signif icance if more than one person shares the same 
language, values and memories. In other words, when w e are studying cognit ion and behaviour w e 
necessarily have to account for people's social representations. This has profound implications for 
Moscovici 's distinction between the reified and consensual universes. Hence, the next section 
examines this assertion in greater depth. However, what is important to note here is, that at the 
t ime of S R T s emergence, psychologists had focused on providing psychology wi th robust methods 
of investigation based on an epistemotogy taken from the 'natural ' sciences, whereas Moscovici 
focused on providing social psychology wi th an appropriate phenomenon to study. 
Moscovici 's (1984a) first full English explanation of SRT did not ignore the issues of 
epistemology and methodology completely. Instead, he undermined the research practices that 
were dominant at the t ime by arguing that the epistemology of science and experimental methods 
were inappropriate for capturing the dynamic creativity inherent to social representations. 
Therefore, social psychologists should adopt methods of systematic observation that can account 
for the role of social representations in constructing reality in ways that are diff icult in experiments. 
This is because "the practice of science is a form of interaction that is, itself, prey to the influences 
of history and tradition" (Moscovici. 1984a, p. 28). Moreover, when psychologists run experiments, 
they manipulate representations rather than the motivations, inferences or perceptions they purport 
to because "...social representations detemi ine both the character of the st imulus and the 
response it elicits" (Moscovici, 1984a, p.61). Hence, Moscovici suggested that the topic of study 
should dictate the methods that are appropriate to its study and the f indings that are derived. 
Moscovici (1984a) argued that the social nature of representations requires them to be 
investigated in their social context rather than in isolation in a laboratory, and to achieve this, 
psychologists must adopt the methods of other disciplines (e.g. anthropology and sociology). 
Furthermore, w h e n psychologists are investigating phenomena they must also observe and 
describe the structure and evolution of the social representations involved (Moscovici, 1984a). 
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Therefore, they need to recognise the historical aetiology of social representations and their 
influence on us from birth, study the way society has evolved into its current form, and how it is 
experienced differently by different groups and generations in relation to their different social 
representations. Hence, Moscovici (1984a) appeared to reject hypothetico-deductive experimental 
studies in favour of investigating social representations qualitatively as they o c o j r naturally. 
This apparent shift f rom positivist approaches, combined wi th the historical and social 
focus of SRT, offered psychology a bridge to other relevant disciplines, which led some to suggest 
that SRT provided a better explanation of socio-cultural phenomena than less sociologically 
def ined theories in psychology (see Deaux & Philogene, 2001). As such, SRT was initially seen as 
a radical deviation from the epistemological assumptions and paradigms that had dominated 
psychology. Despite Moscovici 's earty adoption of ethnogenic complaints about laboratory-based 
experiments however, the most common methods used to investigate social representations have 
been surveys, opinion polls, and other equally quantitative measures (Hewstone, Jaspars & Lalljee, 
1982). Moreover, many of his eariy fol lowers ignored Moscovici 's crit ique of lab-based experiments 
by deploying experimental d e i g n s to examine the effects of manipulating the cues eliciting 
representations and the form that a representation could be expressed in (e.g. Abric & Kahan, 
1972; Codol, 1974, 1984). Furthennore, Moscovici has disregarded his own crit icisms by openly 
supporting much of this research (see Moscovici & Hewstone, 1983). Consequently, SRT is of ten 
considered more methodologically similar to cognitive and behavioural psychology than pertiaps 
Moscovici originally intended (see Deutscher, 1984; Pari<er, 1987). Moreover, critics have pointed 
out that the adoption of reductionistic methods has meant that some SRT researchers have simply 
identified their own representations rather than naturally occurring social representations in-situ as 
social representations require (Potter & Litton, 1985). 
The role of researchers' own social representations on f indings also has theoretical 
implications that wi l l be elucidated in the next section. For now, it is simply important to note that, 
by sending mixed messages, Moscovici introduced confusion regarding the appropriate methods 
for studying social representations. Furthermore, he did little to reduce this ambiguity when he later 
argued that 'c lar i ty and definit ion should be an outcome of research instead of its pre-requisite" 
(Moscovici, 1985, p.91). Indeed, better justif ication has come from Fan* (1984) who argued that 
SRT does not require a complete rejection of the laboratory because, for the experimenter to 
introduce representations into the minds of the individuals whose behaviour is then observed, 
those representations have to exist in the first place. However, many have disagreed and most 
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subsequent, and some eariy, research has tended to study the form and content of social 
representations in naturally occurring situations (e.g. Di Giacomo, 1980; Galli & Nigro, 1987; 
Herzlich. 1973; Mahjoub. Leyens, Yzertjut & Di Giacomo. 1989; Sotirakoupoulou, 1991). 
Other studies have collated textual or media productions to investigate the structure and 
longevity of representations of chi ldhood (Chombart de Lauwe, 1984). gender roles (Duveen & 
Lloyd, 1986; Kruse et al. . 1988), and children's representations of economics (McGuiric. 1991). 
Simllariy. ot)servations of drawings have been used to examine representations of places (Mitgram, 
1984) . radioactivity (Galli & Nigro. 1987), and mental illness (De Rosa, 1987). Field studies have 
investigated the social representation of cities (Jodelet & Milgram. 1977). culture (Kaes, 1968). 
education (Gorin, 1980). the human body (Jodelet & Moscovici. 1975). health and illness (Herzl ich. 
1973), inter-group and interpersonal relationships (Quaglino, 1979), therapeutic groups (Kaes. 
1976), child development (Chombart de Lauwe. 1971; Emier & Dickonson, 1985 as cited in Doise, 
1985) and the relationship between science and common-sense in the context of attribution theory 
(Moscovici & Hewstone, 1983). Other researchers have used stnjctured or unstructured interviews 
(Campbell , 1984; Herzlich. 1973. Jodelet. 1984). focus groups (Campbell a Muncer. 1987; 
Emil iani. Zani & Carugati. 1981; Zani . 1987). and questionnaires (Breakwell , 1996; Canjgat i . 1990; 
Mugny & Carugati. 1989) to produce both qualitative and quantitative results. Therefore, further 
strengths of SRT are that it re-instated methods that had previously lost favour (e.g. participant 
obsen^t ion) , and its tenets tested through the application and tr iangulation of many methods rather 
than being tied to one particular epistemological position (Doise. 1993). 
However, despite the weal th of research in this area, some of S R T s tenets remain 
untested or are better explained and more thoroughly tested in other areas of psychology and 
sociology (Abric, 1984; Augoustinos & Walker. 1999; Jahoda, 1988; McKinlay et al. . 1993; Partner, 
1987; Potter & Edwards, 1999; Potter & Litton, 1985). Moreover, where Moscovici does offer 
empirical data to substantiate the theory, the evidence is of ten inconsistent with his claims or fails 
to actually test the particular aspect of the theory it purports to test. This is because theoretical 
ambiguit ies in Moscovici 's descriptions have made it diff icult to define the most appropriate 
methods for investigating social representations and therefore the methodological versatility 
associated with SRT is not always a strength (Augoustinos & Walker. 1999; Jahoda. 1988). Indeed, 
Potter and Litton (1985) questioned whether SRT constitutes a theory at all. and suggested that 
Moscovici simply identif ied a phenomenon (social representations), rather than providing 
psychology wi th a theoretical framewori< that could give rise to good research. Each of these issues 
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v\^ll be returned to in Chapter 3 in an effort to provide a better theory of causal attributions. 
However, in order to provide the critical overview of SRT past and present that was promised, the 
next three sections vAW examine the relationships between theory, epistemology and methodology 
further. This wi l l begin wi th a closer examination of Potter and Utton's (1985) suggestion that SRT 
researchers have simply identified their ovwi representations, and the implications this has for 
S R T s distinction between the reified and consensual universes. 
2.3.2 The reified universe: s c i e n c e made into common s e n s e 
Rather than question its right to be called a theory. Wel ls (1987) suggested that SRT is 
actually two theories vkfithin a theory: the phenomenal theory and the meta-theory. The 
phenomenal theory refers to the assertions that social representations are socially condit ioned 
ways of understanding the wor id and that anchoring and objectif ication are the processes by v/hich 
they are generated. The meta-theoretical aspect of SRT refers to Moscovici 's distinction between 
the consensual and reified universes (i.e. there are two distinct types of reality) and the contention 
that soda l representations in the consensual universe consist of a re-presented version of scientif ic 
knovk^edge. Here, Moscovici (1984a) has implied that the thinking of scientists is devoid of the 
social representations that are irresistible to everyone else. However, many have argued that this 
paints an idealistic picture of scientists, and contradicts his assertion that no-one's mind can be 
free of the influence of social representations (see Augoustinos & Walker, 1999; Barnes. 1981; 
Bloor, 1976; Hess. 1974; Jahoda, 1988; Knorr-Certina, 1983; Laudan, 1983; Leatherdale. 1974; 
Mellor, 1980). Therefore, this section assesses Moscovici 's meta-theory in order to expand on the 
v^^ys that tensions regarding this aspect of SRT make it diff icult to identify the most appropriate 
methods for SRT research. 
Moscovici 's (1984a) distinction between the reified and consensual universes lies in the 
assertion that the reified universe contains objective facts whilst in the consensual universe these 
facts are imbued wi th subjective meaning until they become a part of common sense. This reflects 
a realist ontology that reifies the position of researchers (as wel l as their knowledge) in ways that 
have methodological consequences. For example. Potter and Litton (1985) used three studies f rom 
the social representations tradition (Di Giacomo. 1980; Herzlich. 1973; Hewstone, Jaspars & 
Lalljee. 1982) to show how f laws in their design and analyses f lowed 'direct ly f rom fundamental 
diff icult ies and ambiguit ies v^^th the theory" (p. 81). 
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In keeping wi th Moscovici and Hewstone's (1983) suggestion that SRT should give rise to 
innovative research, these studies adopted a range of methodologies associated wi th various 
disciplines, producing both quantitative and qualitative data. For example. Herzlich (1973) 
interviewed French people about health and illness in order to come up with a grounded theory of 
their social representations of these concepts. Hewstone et al. (1982) examined public and 
comprehensive schoolboys* representations of themselves and each other by content analysing 
20-minute essays they wrote and concluded that the content of public and compreherreive 
schoolboys' representations dif fered in ways that delineated their groups. Di Giacomo (1980) 
investigated the different lexicons used by the student leaders of a protest movement against the 
Belgian governments proposed increase of enrolment fees and those used by undergraduates 
concerning the aims and objectives of the protest committee. Here, participants were presented 
wi th nine target words that were deemed to be central to the protest and then asked to free 
associate in response to these words. The freely associated words were then content analysed so 
that the dictionary of words produced by each group could be statistically compared. From this. Di 
Giacomo (1980) concluded that the undergraduates and the protest commit tee were not in 
al legiance (despite enrolment fees being an issue of relevance to both groups) because they did 
not represent themselves or the issues in the same ways. Thus, whilst Hewstone et al. (1983) and 
Di Giacomo (1980) collected different sorts of data, both confirmed the assertion that social 
representations lie at the heart of group-formation and dif ference. 
Nevertheless. Potter and Litton (1985) and McKinlay and Potter (1987) questioned how 
Herzlich (1973), Di Giacomo (1980) and Hewstone et al. (1983) could have resisted the inesistible 
because "if representations are all w e have, then there is no coherent way to understand talk of a 
wor id which can be presented to us independently of our representations" (McKinlay & Potter, 
1987, p.478). Hence. Moscovici 's description of thinking in the reified universe reflected the very 
'epistemology of science' that he originally opposed, and introduced a tension between the 
determinism suggested by the historical prescriptiveness of social representations and an 
intellectual wortd that is somehow free of this influence. Furthermore, by reifying the position of 
scientists, Moscovici absolved researchers of the responsibility of accounting for the influence of 
their own social representations in their f indings. For example. Potter and Litton (1985) argued that 
by pre-defining the social representations of a particular group and then identifying group members 
according to their expected conformity to one particular social representation, "Di Giacomo's word 
association technique for eliciting participants' social representations embodies his own 
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representation of social groups and their context, as does his interpretation of results' (Potter & 
Utton, 1985, p.83). 
Similariy, in Hewstone et al. 's (1982) study of schoolboys' social representations no 
attempt was made to determine whether or not dif ferences found in their representations related to 
the group memberships under investigation or membership of other groups that might socially 
divide the boys (e.g. social class). Hence, the reified position of researchers has enabled 
methodological blind spots, whereby researchers cannot say that their research f indings are free 
from their own social representations (Potter & Litton, 1985). 
Indeed, other aspects of the theory have been presumed rather than tested for similar 
reasons. For example, if social representations in the consensual universe are derived from the 
theories of science then this should be explicitly examined during the analytic process. However, in 
Hewstone et al. 's (1982) study no attempt was made to link the social representations they 
reported finding back to their al leged scientific origins. Again, this makes it impossible to determine 
whether the two groups of schoolboys' representations had originated in some scientif ic theory in 
the reified universe or simply reflected Hewstone et al. 's own representations. Hence, the 
representations found during research may reflect the theories of scientists, but not necessarily 
through the processes Moscovici described. 
To expand. Potter and Edwards (1999) later used the tenets of discursive psychology as a 
framework for criticising SRT and cited Wagner, Duveen, Themel and Verma's (1999) study of 
representations of madness in India as an exemplar for their criticisms. In this study, Wagner et al. 
(1999) investigated a small number of middle-class, educated Indian people's social 
representations of madness because most SRT research had been conducted in modern. Western 
cultures and they wanted to determine how traditions more associated with modem societies had 
permeated Indian culture. They did this by presenting participants with a vignette in which madness 
was presented as a fait accompli , and then interviewed participants about how they might act or 
think in a given situation in order to investigate their explanations of madness in terms of traditional 
(ayurveda) versus modern (psychiatric) treatments (Potter & Edwards, 1999). It is important to note 
that participants were told that the researchers were not interested in information they had learned 
from school or books, but were more interested in what the participants believed themselves. From 
their results, they concluded that scientif ic theories from Western societies are anchored in notions 
that are more traditional to India. Hence, ' the newly acquired knowledge fonms a strongly 
objectif ied cultural representation of traditional th inking' (Wagner et al. . 1999. p. 1). 
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At first glance, Wagner et al. (1999) appeared to avoid the mistake made by Hewstone et 
al. (1983) by explicitly l inking their findings back to their scientific origins. However. Potter and 
Edwards (1999) argued that, in distinguishing between modem psychiatry and traditional healing. 
Wagner et al. (1999) had to identify which utterances reflected modem or traditional 
representations based on their own representations of them. Hence, the epistemological and 
ontological positions emtxxi ied in the distinction between the reified and consensual universes 
leaves aspects of SRT assumed rather than tested, and excuses researchers f rom accounting for 
the influence of their own social representations. This led Potter and Edwards (1999) to conclude 
that SRT researchers need to adopt the reflexivity that is central to discursive psychology and 
acknowledge their own role in co-constructing participants' responses. 
Wagner et al 's (1999) study and the issues of co-construction and epistemology wil l be 
returned to in the next section when the role of language in SRT is examined more closely. 
However, it is important to note that in dealing wi th these crit icisms, Moscovici has tended to ignore 
their epistemological implications. Nevertheless, in recent years, he has begun to acknowledge that 
the thinking of scientists may not be as free from the influence of social representations as he first 
implied by introducing a distinction between 'the thinking of scientists' and 'scienfif lc thinking' 
(Moscovici. 2001). Here he argued that it is 'scientif lc thinking' that is the form of rationality that is 
free from social representations, whereas it is the 'thinking of sdent i r fs ' that can lead to the 
systematic errors that critics have used to undermine S R T s idealised description of the reifled 
universe. Hence, when scientists make mistakes it is because they" . . . resort without realising to 
Aristotle's physics of common sense in solving trivial problems, even though they are wel l famil iar 
with Newton's physics' (Moscovici. 2001, p. 17). This implies that scientists can experience the 
wortd free from social representations some of the t ime because they have been specially trained 
to do so, whilst at other t imes they may be prey to the same influences as lay people, without even 
knowing it. However, no further explanation was given for how and when that may occur, or what 
should be done about it. Consequently, SRT has the same methodological ambiguity as before. 
The implication that the thinking of scientists and lay people may be more similar than 
Moscovici first implied is also apparent in his recent suggestion that there are now two sources of 
social representations: information people have personally experienced and information that has 
come from a source they tmst (Moscovici, 2001). Here, Moscovici has asserted that "tnjst is at the 
origin and the limit of social knowledge. And there is not a single form of intellectual activity, 
including the sciences, in which this does not occur ' (Moscovici, 2001. p.9). Again this emphasises 
Chapter 3: The thewy of social rc-constructionism 3 9 
the similarity rather than the dif ference between the consensual and reif ied universes because it 
contradicts the idea that special training provides the subscription fee for reif ication by implying that 
it is trust rather than training that is the pre-requisite for entry into the reified universe. This al lows 
for the introduction of occupants who represent any trusted source of information, whereby 
people's social representations may come from their religious or polit ical leaders, a valued fr iend, 
or even their favourite television star. Therefore, another way the theory has evolved is in the 
possibility that the media may now be implicated not only in the dissemination of scientific theories 
to become social representations, but also in the very generation of social representations 
themselves. This adds further vagueness to the meta-theory, wh ich leaves one to ponder the 
usefulness of placing 'scientif ic thinking' at the centre of SRT at all. 
To summarise, this section has suggested that Moscovici 's distinction between the reif ied 
and consensual is unrealistic and has enabled methodological blind spots in SRT research. Indeed, 
by providing 'scientif ic thinking* as the boundary between the consensual and reified, Moscovici 
has encouraged rather than discouraged the positivist epistemotogy he originally questioned. 
However, by agreeing that the thinking of scientists is somet imes prone to the influence of social 
representations whilst still keeping them in the reified universe, further ambiguity rather than clarity 
has been added to the theory. Indeed, the addition of trust, as wel l as scientific training, as a pre-
requisite for entry into the reified universe has widened the range of occupants to such a degree 
that (in theory} information f rom virtually anyone could become a social representation. Hence, the 
epistemotogical underpinnings of SRT and the distinction between the reified and consensual 
universes should still be questioned. 
In dealing with the epistemological issues that undermine SRT research. Potter and 
Edwards (1999) have suggested that aspects of SRT would benefit f rom the thinking applied to 
research in discursive psychology because it would require researchers to be reflexive about their 
own influence, and move away f rom viewing talk as a medium for social representations that are 
independent f rom the researcher's. Instead, Potter and Edwards have suggested that talk (and the 
construction of the representations made available in it) should be re-conceptualised as something 
that is context-speciflc and actiorvorientated. Therefore, the next section wil l return to Wagner et 
al. 's (1999) study in order to examine the problems introduced into research vt^en talk is treated as 
a resource rather than something oriented to actions. 
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2.3.3 Talk as a resou rce vs . ta lk as ac t i on 
Discursive psychologists v iew action (i.e. gett ing stuff done) as central to people's lives and 
argue that this is apparent in the ways that people talk about their wor lds (see Widdicomt)e & 
Wooffi t t , 1995). In other words, the ways that people talk about the wor ld are oriented to actions, 
such as impression management, argument, mitigation, invitation, and stake inoculat ion^ However, 
S R T s failure to theorise language as social action has t>een blamed for methodological practices 
that enable researchers to migrate towards the cognitive reductionism that Moscovici was trying to 
overcome (Potter & Edwards, 1999). This is important because Moscovici (2001) has argued that 
S R T s emphasis on language is what actually distinguishes it f rom the theories and research of 
social cognit ion, which treat thinking as ' language-less* (Moscovici. 2001 , p. 29). Indeed, he 
recently argued that language is central to understanding the social (rather than individualistic) 
nature of representations because ' i t is only in language w e can identify, quite autonomously, a 
social and a cultural layer* (Moscovici, 2001. p. 30). Moreover, analysis of people's talk shows that 
people have to orient to each other on the basis of their shared representations, as wel l as a 
shared language, in order to communicate and understand each other. Therefore, social 
representations must be produced by social groups and not by individuals (Moscovici, 2001). 
However, Potter and Edwards (1999) have argued that di f ferences in the way that 
language and action are conceptualised by SRT and discursive psychology have undermined the 
f indings of SRT research in much the same way as epistemology and ontology were implicated in 
the previous section. For example, it al lows researchers to ignore what speakers are achieving 
when they represent things in their talk and to treat representations as cognitive objects, rather 
than as features of talk, oriented to actions. Indeed, attention to the cognitive aspects of socially 
representing (anchoring and objectif ication) have encouraged researchers to assume rather than 
test whether participants are equally invested in the representations they elicit, and whether their 
representations have actually helped them make sense of the topic being investigated. 
The sense-making rote of representing is particularly important when comt^ined with 
Moscovici 's assertion that social representations are implicated in all thought and perception, 
because it raises the question of how people can take hold of the unfamil iar in order to anchor it. 
^ Stake inoculation refers the u-ays that people **produce accounts which attend to interests without being 
undennined as interested". (Edwards & Potter, 1992. pp. 159). For example, someone might say 'Tersonally 
I like X, but most people say X is bad because...". 
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Consequently, Potter and Edwards (1999) have suggested that the superficial level at w^ ich 
language has been studied has done little to distinguish SRT f rom the theories of cognit ion 
because it ignores so much of vrfiat is soa'al about language. TTierefore, the remainder of this 
section wil l examine these issues in order to determine whether SRT could benefit f rom some of 
the elements of discursive psychology by taking a more action-oriented conception of language. 
Potter and Edwards (1999) pointed out that, by not attending to the stake and interest that 
participants had in representing madness in the ways that they d id, Wagner et ai. (1999) treated 
people in the same ways that cognitive researchers do: as "quasi-psychologists, theorising about 
how they might act or might think in a generic situation in vA\\ct\ they have no stake or interest" 
(Potter & Edwards. 1999. p. 451). In other words. Wagner et al. (1999) failed to acknowledge that 
the actors involved were 'doing an interview' and not necessarily representing the wor id in the 
same way as they would if they were talking to family and friends. Indeed, by l imiting participants to 
using information they had not gleaned from books or education, Wagner et al. (1999) set rtietorical 
boundaries that undermined the validity of their f indings and rendered participants' interest (or lack 
of it) invisible. Hence, Potter and Edwards (1999) concluded that Wagner et al. (1999) treated 
participants as information-processing units (see also Edwards & Potter. 1992; Parker. 1987). 
Cognitive reductionism is also reflected in the way that SRT conceptualises the role of 
representations (Potter & Edwards, 1999). For example, SRT describes representations as 
fundamental ly cognitive objects, which enable people to collectively make sense of their world, and 
therefore form groups on the basis of shared representations, whereas discursive psychology 
views representations as discursive objects, which people c t x o n s t r u c t in their everyday 
communicat ions in ways that are oriented to actions (Potter & Edwards, 1999). Hence, SRT 
focuses on the role of representing in making sense of the wor id, whereas discursive psychology 
treats representations as produced and constructed in and by language because of their function 
for the speaker in the context in which they are elicited. As a result, the sense-making role of social 
representations has been def ined rather than determined through inve^ igat ion, and the act ion-
orientation of representations has been excluded f rom studies during data collection and analysis. 
For example, in distinguishing between modern psychiatry and traditional healing. SRT suggests 
that the new is anchored in the old, leading Wagner et al. (1999) to look for th is rather than 
determining how much a participant was invested in their representations, or how this helped them 
make sense of psychiatric treatments. 
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In addit ion, by defining social representations as the structures or matrices, which make 
sense of unfamil iar social infonmation through the whol ly cognitive process of anchoring, Moscovici 
has not explained how individuals can perceive unfamiliar objects in order to then anchor them 
(McKinlay & Potter, 1987). For example, if 'a i l thought and perception is based on social 
representat ions' as Moscovict (1984b. p.29) has suggested, then this wou ld preclude being able to 
' take hold of an unfamiliar idea" in order to then represent it. However. Potter and Edwards (1999) 
argued that by viewing representing as something that takes place in talk, rather than something 
that takes place in the mind and is then talked about (see also Edwards. 1997; Potter, 1998). 
researchers can elucidate the ways that people make the unfamil iar famil iar by examining their use 
of metaphor and analogy. Indeed. Moscovici (2001) has recently acknowledged the role of 
metaphor in representing the world, and that 'social representations are generated and patterned 
in the process of communicat ion ' (Moscovici, 2001 . p. 28). However, he has rejected the 
suggestion that researchers should take a discursive approach to studying social representations 
because social representations have both a verbal (conceptual) and an iconic element, with the 
latter sub-ordinate to the former, but there nonetheless. Hence, he concluded, ' i t is certainly 
possible to turn away from the image and privilege the word, but that does not mean that the image 
v/ill disappear* (Moscovici, 2001 . p.19). 
The need to acknowledge the iconic aspects of social representations is an important one 
that reflects moves to develop methods for investigating visual meaning systems (such as art and 
advertising) and the relationship between verbal and visual discourses (see Rose, 2001). 
Therefore, Moscovici (2001) is right to reject any moves to focus solely on the verbal aspects of 
representations and this point wi l l be further explicated in Chapter 3. Nevertheless, Potter and 
Edvh^rds (1999) showed that, by ignoring the role of interaction and the relevant literature in 
conversation analysis (e.g. Hutchby & Wooffrtt, 1998; Sacks. 1992), SRT has reduced 
communicat ion to 'babble' that can be treated as the medium for distill ing and identifying the 
representations contained in it. Hence, there is a contradiction between placing conversation at the 
heart of SRT as the means of creating, disseminating and changing social representations, and the 
superficial level at which communicat ion has been analysed. Therefore, any new theory of causal 
attributions needs to attend to the action-orientation of language, rather than simply regarding 
language as the soup in which social representations reside. 
To summarise, this section has shown that the v/ay that language and action are 
conceptualised by SRT has led to research that reflects a cognitive rather than a social explanation 
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of sense making. Similarty, reductionism vras found in the methods used to study social 
representations, and this has undermined the validity of the findings that have emerged. Indeed, by 
ignoring the action-orientation of talk, SRT has directed researchers away from acknowledging the 
laboratory and the researcher's own social representations as part of the social context that wi l l 
have influenced the representations that were elicited. This has led researchers to assume rather 
than determine whether different aspects of SRT are involved in their findings, and use analytic 
techniques that are insensitive to the action-orientation and context-specific nature of 
representations. 
However, if the action-orientation and context-specific nature of representations are 
acknowledged, then this raises important questions concerning the level of consensus that def ines 
group-fonnation because one would assume that the representations implicated in group-formation 
would have to be relatively stable in order for people to share them. Similariy, it raises issues 
regarding the historical prescriptiveness of representations because, again, this implies stability in 
representations across t ime. Therefore, further specif ication is needed to explain how something 
which is context-specific and action-oriented can also be robust enough to pre-exist people and 
provide the stability and continuity needed for group-formation. Indeed, if social representations 
def ine reality in the way that Moscovici has asserted, then this raises the question of how 
something that pre-exists people can also be implicated in social change. Therefore, the next 
section examines the contention that social representations have a robustness and continuity that 
is sufficient for them to be historically prescriptive and demarcate groups, yet fiexibte enough to 
accommodate context demands and social change. 
2.3.4 Historical determinism and c o n s e n s u s v s . variability and socia l change 
McKinlay and Potter (1987) argued that ' i f what w e think is governed by our social 
representations, and if our representations are inesistibly imposed on us by the reality of the past, 
then there is no room left for the notion that, nevertheless, w e can inf luence our social 
representations or experience change in their con tenr (McKinlay & Potter. 1987, p.483). This is 
important because, ironically, Moscovici has claimed that it is the changeable nature of social 
representations that distinguishes SRT f rom DuriOieim's 'collective representations'. Again, this has 
methodological implications, and again, Moscovici has left it up to others to clarify different aspects 
of the theory and develop it into the guise it now takes (e.g. Abric, 1976, 1987, 2001 ; Clemence. 
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Doise & Lorenzi-Cioldi. 1994; Doise, Clemence & Lorenzi-Cioldi. 1993; Doise, Spini. & Clemence. 
1999; Jodelet, 1991. 1993). 
Jean-Claude Abric (1976, 1987. 2001) elaborated on the objectif ication process to address 
the question of how social representations can be simultaneously robust and consistent, yet able to 
change as society demands, by suggesting that representations comprise a central core and 
peripheral elements. According to Abric (2001) the central core has two functions. Firstly, it enables 
objects to be given a meaning based on the group's relationship to an object in terms of the values 
and norms of the group at that particular moment. Secondly, it has a structural/organising function, 
in that it determines the relationships between each of the dif ferent elements of a representation, 
which unifies it in order to give it the stability it needs to be historically prescriptive. Therefore, any 
change to the central core necessarily means a total transformation of the whole representation, 
and representations can be identif ied as distinct because they have different central cores (Abric, 
2001). However, as aspects of the environment change, so do the peripheral elements of a 
representation. Therefore, the peripheral elements are v ^ a t give the social representation the 
ability to adapt by al lowing new infonnation to be assimilated into the periphery of the 
representation. However, any new information that is likely to challenge the central core wil l be 
modif ied (reinterpreted) to be more compatible wi th it or marginalised as an exception, vA\\ch 
protects the representation by keeping change to a min imum (Abric. 2001). In other words, the 
peripheral elements represent the dynamic aspects of the representation. 
These aspects are said to be those that are most context-specific and result f rom the 
anchoring process, which enables the representation to be turned into something that is concrete 
enough to be shared wrth others through communicat ion. Hence. Abric (2001) recommended that 
the peripheral elements be studied by examining the way a representation is elicited in talk. 
Consequently, Abric (2001) appears to concur wi th Potter and Edwards' (1999) suggestion that 
SRT research would benefit f rom some of the elements of discursive psychology. However, he has 
been very dea r about the appropriate methods for investigating the structure of representations 
(see also Moliner, 1992) and these bear closer resemblance to positivist paradigms than those 
espoused by discursive psychology. For example. Abric (2001) has argued that it is first necessary 
to identify the core elements of a representation in preliminary studies v^th a v iew to producing a 
list of central elements. Then, it is possible to present participants wi th ' a short inductor test ' to 
verify their con-espondence to the representation being studied (Abric, 2001. p. 45). Fol lowing this, 
the 'symbolic value' (meaning) of the representation can be assessed by providing respondents 
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with new information concerning each of the elements previously identif ied about the object being 
represented and asking them v/hether this new information has changed their original 
representation. From this ' one can identify those elements whose questioning involves a change in 
the whole representation. These are the elements of the central core ' (Abric, 2001 . p. 45). 
Another method that Abric (2001) has proposed as a way of distinguishing core from 
peripheral elements is to ask participants to identify three elements that are most characteristic of 
the object being represented and three elements that are least characteristic f rom a list of nine 
possible elements that has already been compiled as above (see also Verges, 1994). Those that 
are considered characteristic by the most people can then be said to make up the central core. The 
'associative value' of a representation (the structural links between the core elements and those on 
the periphery that give a representation its stability) can then be determined by measuring the 
degree of connectedness between elements. Again, those wi th the highest associative value can 
be identif ied as core elements, whi lst those wi th the lowest are peripheral. 
Core elements are also more likely to be those that are most salient, and therefore more 
readily available when people talk about an object. Consequently, the 'expressive value' of an 
element can be determined by presenting participants wi th a list of elements and asking them to 
identify those that are characteristic of an object and then to rank how representative they are 
(Abric. 2001). Those that are high in both ranking and frequency can then be identif ied as core 
elements, whilst those that are either high in rank and low in frequency, or low in rank and high in 
frequency can be identified as peripheral. Hence, it is both the degree of salience as wel l as 
consensuality that now seems to identify the social aspects of a representation, which would lend 
support to Potter and Edvt^rds' (1999) suggestion that researchers need to determine explicitly a 
participant's investment in the representations they are eliciting. However, Abric's (2001) 
modif ications have introduced another tension into the theory because the assertion that changes 
to the core necessarily lead to a total transformation of the representation contradicts the 
suggestion that information that confl icts wi th the core is changed or rejected. Hence, readers are 
left to ponder how representations could ever be completely transformed. 
In addit ion, the notion of a common core and rejection of non-confirmatory information are 
still very similar to various concepts in cognitive psychology (e.g. cognitive prototypes, scripts and 
wori< on attributional biases), making it easy for them to be misappropriated by more individualistic 
theories (Allansdottir. Jovchelovitch & Stathopoulou, 1993). This brings SRT 'back into the mire of 
mechanistic assumptions which form the basis of traditional social psychology" by directing 
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researchers back tov^rards investigating individual cognitions (Partner, 1987, p. 461). Therefore, 
even contemporary versions of SRT do not seem to have heeded Harr6's (1984) warning that in 
describing social representations as 'present *in the heads' of every individual in a def ined 
collecUvity" (p. 932). SRT moves away from seeing them as social products arising from social 
interactions, and towards cognitive explanatior^. In other wonds. SRT needs to be better 
distinguished from cognit ion before it can be reasonably offered as a valid alternative. 
However, whilst Abric's division of social representations into robust and changeable 
elements goes some way to explain how they can be simultaneously stable and flexible, the 
suggestion that it is the consensual sharing of core elements that del ineates groups still paints a 
v iew of consensus that has been refuted (see Partner 1987; Potter & Litton, 1985). For example. 
Partner (1987) has pointed out that total consensus is highly unlikely because there is ' an 
underiying unconscious reality" (Herzlich. 1973, p. 91) "which the elucidation of 'social 
representations* cannot d a i m to reach" (Partner, 1987, pp. 458-459). Moreover, Good (1993) has 
argued that when people elicit a representation in their talk ' i t s author ..wil l reflect his or her 
understanding of the object being represented, and variatiorre in the quality of that understanding" 
may lead to incomplete or imperfect versions (p. 3). In other words, when people draw on social 
representations in order to understand their wor id they 're-present them', adding their own 
personal, and thus individual. tvWst to what was once described as consensual (Part<er, 1987). 
Consequently, Moscovici needs to specify consensus further and explain how imperfect or partial 
versions are possible if it is to avoid problematising the relatiorrehip between social representations 
and group-formation. 
Potter and Litton (1985) used the results of discursive research they conducted during the 
St Paul's riots to exemplify the importance of this issue. Here, the talk of rioters was subjected to a 
discourse analysis, which showed that consensus between rioters was apparent at one level, but 
varied at another. For example, the rioters agreed that the cause of the unrest was inadequate 
government spending. However, closer examination showed that whilst some rioters thought that 
the government had not spent enough, others thought that they had. but on the wrong things. 
Consequently. Potter and Litton (1985) concluded that it is insufficient "to say that social 
representations create consensual universes, o r . . . are held consensually... It is necessary to 
specify the particular level of consensus..." (p.85). For example, some representations may 
actually be 'used', whilst others are only 'mentioned*. To expand, a representation that is 'used' is 
dravm on to develop an explanation for phenomena, whereas one that is only 'mentioned' is used 
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simply to offer an avai lable explanation. Indeed, Billrg's work on ideological d i lemmas explains how 
they may both occur in a single account (see Bill ig, 1991; Bill ig, Condor, Edwards. Gane, Middleton 
& Radley, 1988). Therefore, researchers need to adopt methods that can account for these 
distinctions. 
Consensus can be further unpacked in ternis of 'use in theory, and use in practice' (Potter 
& Litton, 1985, p.85), whereby one can agree vtrith a representation at a theoretical level, but reflect 
a different representation when presented with an actual case. For example, it is possible that 
when people are questioned about their views on male- and female-perpetrated male rape they 
may appear to represent male and female rapists in the same way by espousing the view that the 
sex of their attacker should make no difference to the way people treat male vict ims (use in theory). 
However, when presented with an actual case they may have misgivings about a woman's ability to 
rape a man and conclude that such rape is not possible (use in practice). By leaving the level of 
consensus necessary for group-formation unspecified however, researchers such as Hewstone et 
al. (1982) were free to set their own level (50%), and adopt methods of data collection that were 
insufficient for elucidating levels and types of consensus (Potter & Litton, 1985). Similariy, 
Herzlich's (1973) choice of grounded theory as an analytic technique made i t impossible to infer 
different levels of consensus from the infomiat ion she provided. Hence, the vagueness in S R T s 
treatment of consensus again enables methodological triind spots that can lead to self-confirming 
and potentially circular research. 
This raises further questions for researchers investigating the role of social representations 
in group-formation. For example, by endorsing the v iew that consensual adoption of particular 
social representations delineates groups and specifies the behaviour of their members, most 
researchers have ' t reated groups as if they are naturally occurring phenomena, wi th each member 
sharing a homogenous set of social representations wi th all other members. However, group 
categories can themselves be understood as social representations constructed by participants to 
make sense of their social wor lds ' (Potter & Litton, 1985, p.83). Therefore, the object of analysis 
cannot be unpacked f rom the analyt ic resource (see also McKinlay et al. , 1993). 
In addit ion, when researchers identify individuals as members of a particular group they 
cannot say that this person actually identifies, or acts in accordance, with the group unless this was 
explicitly determined. Indeed, categories (and presumably the entry requirements for category 
membership) can be seen to vary according to the context of use and the goals of the user (Potter 
& Litton, 1985). However (as previously noted), Hewstone et al. (1982) made no attempt to 
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determine whether or not dif ferences found in schoolboys' representations related to the group 
memberships under investigation or some other social division. Hence, the assertion that social 
representations del ineate groups is self-confirming and v^rithin-group similarity is privileged over 
dif ference because researchers are not looking for alternative explanations for the source of any 
similarities viothin groups or di f ferences between them. To overcome this. Potter and Litton (1985) 
suggested that social representations should be re-conceptualised as 'interpretative repertoires'. 
Interpretative repertoires have been defined as ' a lexicon or register of terms and 
metaphors drawn upon to characterise and evaluate actions and events" (Potter a Wetherell, 1987. 
p. 138). In other worcte they are the building blocks of conversation, drawn upon to explain the 
worid. and, like social representations, they pre-exist people (see Ediey, 2001). Also l ike social 
representations, they comprise a community 's common sense by providing a common code that 
enables people to have a shared understanding. Hence, both interpretative repertoires and social 
representations are said to be ways of thinking and talking atwut the wor ld that permeate people's 
lives such that they become the 'taken-for-granted facts' that comprise common-sense. 
Inspired by Foucault, interpretative repertoires are associated wi th a strand of discursive 
psychology that is sometimes cal led 'critical discursive psycho log / (a i t ica l DP), and can be 
contrasted wi th the strand of discursive psychology' Potter and Edv^rards espoused in 1999. Crit ical 
DP takes a top-down approach to analysing talk, whereby the ways that people can, and do, talk 
about objects and events in the wor id (i.e. their interpretative repertoires) are constrained by the 
ideologies and power positions of their culture. Hence, the ways that people think and talk about 
rape in a patriarchal culture v^^ll be coloured by the ideology of patriarchy and the subject positions 
that patriarchy dictates for different groups of people (e.g. men and women) . Again, critical DP is 
similar to SRT, in that social representations dictate how people can talk about the wor id, and 
critical DP sees the range of interpretative repertoires available to people restricted by the 
ideologies that make up a culture. In other words, both theories position people as the subjects of 
their talk, constrained by the l imited alternatives that are available to them. 
Similariy, both approaches have a tendency to reify the knowledge of researchers, in the 
sense that each supposes that researchers can see things their participants cannot. In the case of 
SRT, researchers allegedly 'see' the social representations that are so in-esistiWe and unconscious 
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to everyone else, and in the case of critical DP. it is the operation of power positions and ideologies 
in people's talk that critical discourse analysts identify in order to provide counter-discourses. 
However, the dif ference between SRT and critical DP is that researchers in the latter camp are 
aware of, and reflexive about, the ethical problems associated having power and control over 
people's words. Hence, they emphasise the relativity of the assertions they make and encourage a 
more open-ended debate about the legit imacy of their analysis, wi th no version or account 
considered more valid than any other. 
However, there is a tension in critical DP between the desire to deconstnjct oppressive 
practices by providing counter-discourses and the epistemology of relativism that urxierpins it 
because "relativism leaves us v ^hou t the means to assert the existence of even the starkest 
material real i t ies' (Gil l , 1995. p. 169). In other words, it would leave the research presented in this 
PhD with no f i rm basis for arguing against the ideologies that dissuade male rape vict ims from 
reporting their experiences and seeking help. This is a problem that wi l l be given serious 
consideration in Chapter 3. However, the assertion here is that a critical DP can only go so far to 
address some of the problems created by S R T s contradictory and unspecif ied aspects before it 
also introduces 'unresolved theoretical tensions" (Gill, 1995, p. 165). 
In addit ion, critical DP cannot (and does not attempt to) theorise universal processes in the 
same way as mainstream psychology, and the small numbers of participants required for purposive 
sampling limits the generalisability of any findings that emerge (Parker & Bumnan, 1993). As these 
are not a ims of discursive psychology, v ^ i c h emphasises the context-specific nature of talk, they 
are not necessarily seen as problems. However, because discourse analysis ignores the frequency 
with which certain rhetorical devices appear in people's talk, it is ineffective for exploring the extent 
of consensus within or between groups. Therefore, whi lst it has much to add regarding the nature 
and type of consensus (and dif ference) between people, it can say little about the spread of 
agreement within large groups. Indeed, there are many limitations associated with this branch of 
discursive psychology (see Gil l . 1995; Pari<er & Burman, 1993), not least of which is its inability to 
elucidate the representations of l inguistically-challenged groups (e.g. small children and 
mute/aphasic adults). Consequently, even Potter appears to have moved away from the critical DP 
' This second slrtmd, espoused by PoHer and Edwards (1999), shall be called 'cautious discursix-e 
ps>'chology' here to make it easier to disentangle two very similar approaches. 
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he espoused in 1985 (see Potter & Litton. 1985) and 1993 (see McKinlay et al. , 1993). tovirards the 
more cautious strand of discursive psychology he used to criticise Wagner et al. 's study in 1999. 
However, in making this shift, an opportunity to add clarity to one aspect of SRT has been 
lost. For example, Jahoda (1988) pointed out that Moscovici 's (1984b) descriptions of the three 
phases that scientific theories must go through before they t)ecome part of common-sense blurred 
the distinctions beW/een social representations, ideology, science and common-sense because 
they imply that those scientific theories which become social representations could be promoted to 
become an ideology in their own right. Hence. Jahoda (1988) argued that, by claiming 'everything 
except the 'reif ied universe of science' as a social representation', Moscovici t)ecomes guilty of the 
'grasp all , lose a l l ' crit icism that he fired at Durkheim's theory of collective representations (p. 204). 
Similariy. Pari<er (1987) argued that replacing ideology v«th reification 'b lunts any cutting edge ' that 
SRT had. However, by moving away f rom critical to cautious DP, Potter also lost the opportunity to 
sharpen this aspect of the theory because cautious DP takes a bot tonvup approach to analysis, 
focusing on the designed features of the talk, rather than looking beyond the data to comment on 
power and ideology. 
Inspired by conversation analysis and ethnomethodology. cautious DP takes even more of 
a relativist stance than critical DP, viewing the researcher and the researched as discursive equals. 
More important to the issue of ideology however, is that cautious DP regards participants as the 
masters of their talk, using it to accomplish actions, rather than as slaves with l imited discursive 
options. Therefore, talk is no longer a reflection of the subject positions imposed by ideologies, but 
is relative to the context in wh ich it takes place. As a result, ideology fades into the background as 
agency comes to the fore, leaving the relationships between ideology and social representations, 
and an element of discursive psychology that could have usefully informed SRT. out of view. 
Consequently, a new path needs to be forged if progress is to be made. 
To summarise, this section showed that, in attempting to explain how representations can 
be both statTle and changeable. Abric (2001) has introduced another tension between the 
protective function of an organising core that rejects non-confirmatory information and the need for 
social representations to be totally transformed to accommodate social change. Furthermore, his 
descriptions of the core and peripheral elements d id little to challenge assertions that aspects of 
SRT are very similar to the individualistic theories of social cognit ion, and stiil reflected an 
unrealistic and unspecif ied v iew of the consensus needed for group-formation. 
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Conversely, amalgamation wi th aspects of discursive psychology were found to be helpful 
in elucidating different types and levels of consensus and for alerting researchers of the need to 
determine rather than assume participants' equal investment and Identification with the 
representations and groups under investigation. However, they were inadequate for revealing the 
extent of consensus within groups; examining the iconic elements of representations; and 
representations of l inguistically-challenged people, and there is a danger that the influence of 
ideology wil l be lost in the epistemology of relativism that underpins discursive psychology. 
Therefore, Potter and Litton's (1985) suggestion that social representations be completely replaced 
with interpretative repertoires was rejected, whilst the need to be reflexive about the researchers' 
influence on their findings and apply more sensitive analytic techniques to discursive studies w a s 
retained. 
2.4 C o n c l u s i o n 
This chapter has provided a critical description of SRT that has plotted its evolution f rom 
the vague and contradictory version offered by Moscovici in 1984 to the guise it now takes. 
However, problems wi th the meta-theoretical distinction t)etween the reif ied and consensual 
universes undermined the efficacy of including this in future descriptions. Theoretical ambiguit ies 
and Moscovici 's lack of epistemological conviction has enabled researchers to adopt reductionistic 
methods of data col lection and analyses that he crit icised. Moreover, his 'grasp all , specify l itt le' 
approach has meant that aspects of SRT have been better explained by other, more mainstream 
theories, and much of its 'social ' focus has been assumed rather than tested. 
Nevertheless, SRT also has several strengths. For example, it has been used to study a 
wide range of sociatly relevant phenomena, using a variety of methods taken from various 
disciplines. Hence, it has provided psychology wi th the means to look beyond Its narrow confines 
and select methods on their ability to best answer research questions as opposed to those that 
most closely reflect their epistemological leanings. Indeed, the fact that aspects of SRT can be 
better explained by theories from other disciplines and psychological domains has led many to 
suggest that SRT should not be completely rejected, but amalgamated wi th other theories to 
become the meta-theory Moscovict wished to provide. ConsequenUy, the next chapter retums to 
each of the problems elucidated here and examines how SRT can be successfully merged wi th 
theories outside of the SRT tradit ion in order to provide a stronger explanation of causal attributions 
than SRT as it cunent ly stands has provided. 
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The theory of social re-constructionism 
3.1 Rationale 
In offering a critique of social representations theory (SRT) Chapter 2 identif ied several of 
its strengths and weaknesses. Indeed, v/hat some have applauded as strengths, others have used 
to elucidate tensions in the theory. For example, SRT was commended for providing a framework 
that has encouraged research investigating a wide range of socially relevant topics, using methods 
from a variety of disciplines. However, inconsistencies and a lack of specif ication v\/rthin aspects of 
SRT have led to methodological blind-spots that have undermined some research, and left the 
theory open to criticisms of reductionism and individualism. Moreover, by rejecting the laboratory in 
favour of methods from sociology and anthropology conducted in natural settings, v/hilst endorsing 
and conducting lab-based experiments himself, Moscovici has left researchers unsure as to the 
appropriate methods for studying social representations. 
In addit ion, S R T s distinction between the reif ied and consensual universes and the 
assertion that group members consensually adopt a homogenous set of social representations has 
enabled some researchers to ignore the inf luence of their own social representations, and assume 
rather than test many of its tenets. Tensions between the simultaneous historical determinism and 
fiexibility in social representations, and the assertion that representations are all w e have, have 
also left readers unsure about how people may have partial or imperfect representations, or 
perceive a novel object in order to anchor it. 
To overcome these weaknesses, this chapter starts by seft ing out clearer criteria for 
selecting and assessing the most appropriate methods for studying social representations, whilst 
still altovWng researchers the methodological versatility that Moscovici encouraged. This provides 
the context for the descripftion of a new theory of causal attributions (the theory of sooa l re-
constnjct ionism - SRC), which focuses on each of the problems raised in Chapter 2 whilst 
attempting to retain S R T s strengths. In this way, SRC concurs wi th others who have suggested 
that, despite its fail ings, SRT should form the basis of any new theory that seeks to provide a more 
adequate explanation of how people represent the worid (see Breakwell. 1993; Doise. 1993; 
Wi lbraum, 1989). Hence, SRC claims SRT as one of its ancestors in much the same way as 
Moscovici claimed Duricheim's theory of collective representations. However, SRC is based on the 
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premise that many of S R T s weaknesses arise out of Moscovici 's insistence that his theory be seen 
in opposition to the theories and methodological practices of Anglo-American mainstream 
psychology because, in many ways. SRT and the research it inspired failed this task. Instead. SRC 
seeks to complement what already exists wi th in psychology by showing how, by amalgamat ing 
disparate theories and methods, psychologists may reach, and provide, an understanding that is 
greater than the sum of its parts. In this Vk^ay. SRC rejects Moscovici 's (1985) argument that 
theories should be explicative and descriptive rather than predictive, and suggests that a good 
theory should have the potential to meet both goals. However, before such a theory can be 
property received, it is first necessary to highlight the problems v^thin existing methodological 
arguments in order to show that a new research approach to research is needed. 
3.2 The deconstruct lon of old arguments 
Chapter 2 showed the methodological profc)lems that can arise when there is ambiguity 
about what can be known (ontology), and how w e know (epistemology). For example. Moscovici 
(1984a) appeared to be advocating the relativity within constructivist approaches in suggesting that 
social psychology should only study social representations because they pre-define/construct 
people's reality and there can be no thought or action that is without them. However, his assertions 
regarding the reification of scientific thinking reflected a realist ontology more associated with a 
posrtivist position. Moreover, because each epistemology tends to be associated wi th its awn set of 
methods for collecting and analysing data (even though dif ferent methods can be applied vtnthin 
either posit ion) researchers have questioned which methods they should conduct, and this has 
weakened some SRT research. 
In deal ing vwth the contention that ambiguit ies in SRT have made it diff icult to define the 
most appropriate method for investigating them. Breakwell and Canter (1993) suggested that "the 
main question should not be which method to use. but how to integrate f indings drawn from 
different methods ' (p. 6). The quick answer to this question is 'triangulation*. However, different 
methods may be based on different epistemologtcal assumptions and there are no agreed criteria 
for prioritising confl icting conclusions. Therefore, this section attempts to deconstruct existing 
methodological arguments to provide the context for a new position that enables researchers to 
select the most appropriate method for studying different aspects of the theory vi/ithout being 
conf ined to a set of methods associated w i th one epistemological camp. Moreover, it sets out clear 
criteria for assessing, and thus prioritising, the assertions that emerge from such wori< to overcome 
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the circularity associated with a purely relativist stance. This necessarily requires readers to put 
aside their epistemologtcal and concomitant methodological preferences by arguing that research 
should be less atx)ut taking epistemological sides and more about using the methods and theories 
that are best for achieving our research aims, regardless of which side of the Atlantic or the 
realist/relativist divide they come from. 
Rather than produce a re-hash of the arguments that fall either side of the qualitative-
quantitative divide, this chapter suggests that many of these arguments are i l l-founded when 
subjected to closer scrutiny. For example, quanti tat ive techniques d o not necessarily guarantee 
objectivity, replication, generalisability, or the advance of the subject (see Cronbach. 1975; 
Holmberg, Baum & Adami. 1999; Salmon, 2003; Sohn, 1998) any more than qualitative methods 
presage a lack of rigour and increased subjectivity (see Eriandson, Hams. Skipper & Allen. 1993; 
Tetlock & Suedfeld. 1988; Yin, 1994). Indeed, many qualitative researchers have def ined ways to 
stem unchecked suttjectivity and ensure the repeatafcxtity of qualitative research (see Salmon, 
2003; Sherrard, 1997) and do not endorse a relativist commitment any more than all quantitative 
researchers embody a realist belief. Moreover, reference to a particular epistemological philosophy 
to justify the use of a particular method (i.e.quantitative vs. qualitative) is circular because 
epistemologies dictate the uses that different methods can be put to. not v ^ i c h methods can be 
used. Hence, it is a mistake to argue that research is good simply because it adheres to a 
particular method because justif ication for the value of scientif ic methods cannot logically come 
f rom the methods themselves. 
Instead, the rationale for selecting a particular method should come from assessing what 
its application provides (Feyerabrand, 1975. 1978). However, justif ications often tend to emerge as 
•post-hoc rationalisations', wi th researchers more often choosing methods for historical, ideological 
or practical reasons (see Salmon, 2003). Hence, Moscovici (1984a) was right to suggest that ' t he 
practice of science is a form of interaction that is, itself, prey to the influences of history and 
t radi t ion ' (p. 28). Therefore, if w e are to move psychology beyond where it currently stands, w e 
need alternative positions that seek to avoid the dictates of history and tradition. Consequently, the 
next section sets out the framewortc for such a position without having to reject everything that has 
already been leamed. 
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3.3 Methodological issues 
Feyerabrand (1975. 1978) argued that alt methodologies have their limitations and the only 
way to test the value of a particular method property is to conduct research that violates the rules 
associated with it and examine the outcome. Moreover, researchers should be able to pledge 
allegiance to a variety of methods, selecting or creating them based on their atnlity to most 
effectively produce results (Feyerabrand, 1975.1978). This would then enable researchers to 
combine aspects of different methods to overcome the limitations associated with one method 
alone. For example, Chapter 2 showed how Potter and Litton (1985a) criticised Di Giacomo (1980) 
and Hewstone etat. (1982) for the insufficiency of the content analysis they conducted to examine 
the relationship between social representations and group-formation. Instead, they used discourse 
analysis (DA) to reveal the different types and levels of consensus that are apparent in people's 
talk, and thus, usefully expanded on SRTs idealised notion of consensus. Nevertheless, their 
suggestion that social representations be re-conceptualised as interpretative repertoires was 
rejected because, among other things, DA fails to elucidate the extent of consensus. 
However, this chapter argues that by performing a content analysis on the data in 
conjunction with discourse analysis, researchers would have been able to examine more aspects 
of consensus than either method alone could provide. Hence, the research position proposed here 
does not necessarily seek 'results' that achieve statistical significance or a perfect deconstnjction 
of the rhetorical features of someone's talk. Instead, a good result is that which enables us best to 
meet the aims of our research, using the methods that are most appropriate for the topic of study. 
As such, this would generate the kind of creative and imaginative research that Moscovici sought to 
foster, and address complaints that slavish adherence to methodological rules impedes psychology 
when real progress could be made by applying common sense and imagination rather than 
deduction and induction (Rennie, 2000; Robinson, 2000). 
In keeping with this, Moon, Dillon and Sprenkle (1991) argued that, rather than being seen 
as dichotomous positions, positivism and constructivism should be seen as opposite ends of a 
continuum, with each position within it making its ovm suppositions atxiut how we know 
(epistemology) and what we can ever know (ontology). Hence, those who inhabit the positions 
between either end of the continuum accept that there is a 'true reality*, but it is t)eyond people's 
cun-ent cognitive and perceptual abilities to represent it completely accurately because their 
observations will ahvays be influenced by their ovm pre-conceived beliefs (social representations). 
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This clearly has implications for SRTs distinction between the reified and consensual 
universes, which will t»e dealt with more fully in the second half of this chapter. For now it is 
important to note that from this position, the status and definition of knowledge become flexible if 
we accept that only imperfect accounts are possible, as relativists would suggest. However, unlike 
most relativist approaches, rt is argued here that some accounts can be valued over others based 
on the research's contribution to the phenomenon studied (Moon et al., 1991), and on its ability to 
improve lives and challenge oppressive practices (see Billig, 1991; Gale, 1997; Gill, 1995; Henry, 
Pickering, Stevens, Valentine & Velmans, 1997). In other words, theories should be judged on their 
ability to enable people to change their world because the theories that have been most valued are 
those that have had a practical impact on human history, even when they have not ultimately 
described objective reality (Nietzsche, 1964). For example, Newtonian physics has long been 
superseded by Einstein's relativity and quantum mechanics as an accepted description of objective 
reality, but when it comes to building bridges or designing cars, Nev^rtonian theory is more than 
sufficient for meeting the demands of real, practical engineering problems. Therefore, a theory 
does not have to describe some objective reality in order to be successfully useful or good (Burt & 
Oaksford, 1999). "A good theory is...one that *wori<s" (van Dijk. 1997. p. 451). 
A further criterion on v^rtiich research could be assessed is the extent to which the 
researcher has reflected on the processes involved in selecting their enquiry position (Bryman, 
1988). This would require them to explicitly address whether their research has sufficiently 
explored, developed or elucidated the phenomenon being studied to meet the aims they set out to 
achieve (Reicher, 2000; Salmon. 2003). In other words, research should not be judged by abstract 
conventions alone, 'research should be problem-oriented', with "the nature of ...theory and 
empirical studies...a function of understanding and solving a specific protilem' (van Dijk. 1997, 
p. 1). Who decides whether this has been achieved will be returned to in a moment. However, the 
point t>eing made here is that better research would be conducted if researchers were required to 
be explicit about how research decisions are made, and acknowledge that these are always going 
to be informed by values that go beyond science, regardless of whether their research is 
quantitative or qualitative (Salmon, 2003). In doing so, researchers would have to address the 
influence of their own social representations in their findings, which would overcome some of the 
shortcomings that were identified by Potter and Litton (1985) and Potter and Edwards (1999) in the 
previous chapter. 
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The danger here is that this reflexivity could be i^ed to rhetorical effect to justify one 
version of empiricism over another or become simply yet another ritual that psychology adopts 
(Gill. 1995: Yardley, 1997). For example. Gill (1995) critically examined the 'reflexive box" in 
Edvirards and Potter's (1992) book 'Discursive Psychology" and concluded that it was an "exercise 
in reflexivity... about the practice of reflexivity' that was itself'tokenistic, ritualistic and artificial" 
(pp.180-181). Instead, the reflexivity proposed here sits with Giirs(1995) 'politically infonned 
relativism', vi^ich 'stresses the need... to invent a new vocabulary of value (Soper, 1991; Squires, 
1993), with vi^ich we can make political interventions" (Gill, 1995, p. 165). This places political 
concerns aimed at challenging injustice, inequality and oppression explicitly at the heart of social 
psychology as we embrace 'emancipatory metanarratives' (see Lovibond, 1989). 
In other words, a study's quality will be based on a peer review of v^ether it has 
reasonably met its research aims, and whether the people vi^ose lives we seek to improve agree 
that this has been achieved. Whifst the former can be achieved through the publication of our work, 
the latter would require researchers to seek feedback from their participants concerning their 
study's face validity during debriefing, and to ensure that their research findings were accessible to 
target populations in their wording and availability. To this end, feedtTack was obtained from 
participants at the end of each study conducted for this thesis, and a summary of the findings was 
published on the Internet®. However, whilst these suggestions may increase the validity of our work 
and overcome the theoretical and political inertia associated with a purely relativist stance, a 
political agenda is not without its problems. 
Gale (1997) warned that "psychology has the potential for creating a lot of damage both for 
itself and for other people' as it "takes on the mantle of the religion of the 2 1 " century" (p. 15). 
However, he also acknov^edged that some aspects of psychology (e.g. educational psychology) 
cannot "sustain a value-free stance (because] to help people achieve fully... psychologists need to 
act as advocates" (Gale, 1997, p. 13). This inevitably entails taking a value position. Consequently, 
Gale (1997) suggested that we have an ethical responsibility to consider the epistemological and 
ontological prejudices that have influenced our research choices, rather than simply applying pre-
defined research conventions vwthout introspecting on why we are doing what we are doing (see 
also Winter, 1989). This is because these prejudices may have had some bearing on our findings. 
See http://\vw\v.ps>'chology.plymouth.ac.uk/lou/ 
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Hence, the reflexivity endorsed here also requires researchers to make their stance explicit so that 
observers can assess more of the relevant factors that went into the presentation of any research 
findings beyond the theoretical and logical developments that supposedly have been made 
(Stevenson & Cooper. 1997). 
Nevertheless, it would be wrong to ignore completely those who argue against 
approaching research with an explicitly political agenda and openly acknowledging our subjectivity 
in reflexive research. For example. Morgan (1998) warned that acknowledging subjectivity in the 
way proposed here would undermine psychology's credibility and ability to obtain funding, and 
would cause 'scientific psychologists' to migrate to other disciplines, and further dissuade 'boys' 
from doing psychology degrees (p. 481). However, these claims are tenuous for a number of 
reasons. 
Medical research could safety be considered to be one of the natural/hard sciences, and 
yet it is increasingly embracing qualitative research techniques taken from other disciplines to 
better develop an understanding of health and illness (Gale, 1997; van Dijk, 1997). For example, 
medical researchers have recently applied meta-ethnography to provide a framework for 
synthesising the results of qualitative research using different analytic techniques to develop 
theories and form a cumulative knowledge base that also 'involves some degree of conceptual 
innovation" (Britten. Campbell, Pope. Donovan, Morgan & Pill, 2002. p. 209). Rather than seeing 
this as a deviation from good science, funding bodies are increasingly encouraging inter-
disciplinary collaboration and eclectic research endeavours in the wording of invitations for grant 
applications (Bartwur, 1999). 
The assertion that psychologists will leave the discipline if qualitative methods are given 
the same status as quantitative research is based on the cynical assumption that the method of 
investigation is of more importance to research psychologists than the subject being investigated. 
Instead, psychology has seen Its numbers swell beyond expectations because its students are 
interested to know about people and want to improve lives, not because of a burning desire to 
practise positivist methods (Gale, 1997). Indeed, one only has to listen to the complaints of 
psychology undergraduates about method being taught at the expense of application to realise 
that, for the vast majority of emerging psychologists, there is little resemblance between the 
psychology degree they were taught and the one they need, to be equipped to do the jobs required 
in the real world (Claxton, 1991; Henry et al., 1997; Radford & Holstock, 1993). Naturally, 
"fundamental research into psychological processes is a sine qua non of psychological 
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understanding" (Gale, 1997, p. 14). However, without some explicit account of how our research 
and theories meet the needs of society, it is more likeJy that students and funding bodies will fail to 
make the connection, and psychology vhrill miss an opportunity to enhance its status and funding 
opportunities. 
As for the suggestion that the practice of qualitative research deters men from wanting to 
study psychology, this can onfy be described as a sexist refusal to consider the evidence of the last 
220 years. Since Wilhelm Wundt conducted the first psychological experiment in 1879, psychology 
has been increasingly dominated by positivism. Yet, this has done little to equal the numbers of 
men and women so far. Indeed, Morgan (1998) seems to have forgotten that many of the 'big 
names' in qualitative research (e.g. Edwards, Foucault. Parker, Potter, van Dijk) are men. Hence, 
quantitative methods are neither a guaranteed attraction, nor qualitative research a repellent, to 
men. 
Morgan's rhetoric however, does add support to the feminist argument that positivist 
thinking is equated with rationality, which in turn is represented as the domain of men. Therefore, in 
setting positivism as the marker for all things good in psychology. Morgan is simply revealing the 
very social influence that patriarchy has had on his own thinking. Hence, his arguments against 
political research and reflexivity have simply gone to provide evidence of the subjectivity in science 
and the consequent need for researchers to be honest about their position in relation to the object 
of study. 
Reflexivity alone however, is insufficient as a standard for good research. Data must also 
be analysed sufficiently to achieve coherence. Ironically, it is the analytic processes of qualitative 
researchers that have been most well-developed in psychology, with various techniques for 
ensuring that the data have been analysed sufficiently to achieve coherence (Stiles, 1993). In 
contrast, the advent of computer packages that produce a plethora of quantitative results in 
seconds can undermine continuity between analytic points (Salmon, 2003). Quantitative 
researchers should be aware of this in order to develop and publish explicit ways of producing a 
coherent analysis of their findings, or only report the findings that are most useful for their target 
population (Salmon, 2003). 
In addition, qualitative researchers need explicitly to check that they adopted the relevant 
published techniques for ensuring analytic coherence (e.g. that it is open to proper scrutiny by 
leaving an audit trail), and word research aims in terms of those that most benefit the target 
population. For example. Salmon (2003) argued that qualitative researchers should aim to 'develop 
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a theory about', 'describe', 'explain how" rather than "gain a deeper understanding or. which 
places the benefactor as the researcher (p. 26). Whilst, this may seem like a pedantic point, the 
wording of our research aims should invite readers to assess the research in terms of how it 
benefits them, othenvise, Salmon (2003) argues, we would just be doing research for the sake of 
doing research. 
As already suggested, two existing criteria for assessing the efficacy of research are 
through the appraisal and agreement of a scientific community (Rennie. 1998), and whether the 
results benefit their target population (Christensen, 1997). Yet, quantitative researchers rarely 
address this latter requirement explicitly, but rather focus on the size of their sample as a measure 
of a s tud/s generalisability and accuracy (Salmon, 2003). This is not necessarily a good indication 
of the impact of findings on the population though. For example, even Cronbach (1975) has agreed 
that soda) phenomena are too context-bound to enable the results of a snapshot research moment 
to be generalised to broader populations or longer moments, regardless of what the alpha-
coefficient of a questionnaire is. This led Salmon (2003) to argue that "given the exploratory nature 
of much statistical analysis, and the habitual disregard for Type I errors, perhaps quantitative 
research should be more openly judged according to its at»lrty to produce and develop ideas rather 
than test them" (p. 27). However, this author would suggest that much of this could be overcome 
with large, less opportunidic samples and more stringent criteria for identifying differences between 
groups. 
Qualitative researchers, on the other hand, do more readily accept that their work is 
exploratory, and do not claim generalisability. Instead, they refer to the 'transferability' of their 
findings. However, they need to ensure that they are explicit about what readers can take away 
from the research findings rather than making claims which are rendered impotent by a relativist 
commitment that considers all versions as equally valid (Salmon, 2003). Based on these criteria 
then, thought needs to be given to who will read our work, how we can ensure that our research 
findings reach their target audience and be understandable once they get there, as well as 
examining the adequacy of particular methods to answer particular questions (Salmon. 2003). 
An example of this is the way that hypotheses are generated. Despite the number of 
debates that centre on the ability of different methods to test hypotheses (e.g. Popperian 
falsification, 1959; and Bayesian induction - see Howson & Urbach, 1989), relatively little attention 
has been paid to how hypotheses are derived (Burt & Oaksford. 1999; Fodor. 1983). This leaves 
researchers free to 'simply generate hypotheses from their armchairs' as well as from the 
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understanding they have gleaned from the existing literature (Burt & Oaksford, 1999, p. 333). 
However, vi^ilst the natural sciences have a wealth of existing theories from their centuries of 
existence to help guide the generation of sensible hypotheses, psychology has considerably less 
wealth to draw from (Burt a Oaksford, 1999). To overcome this, qualitative methods should be 
employed to provide a systematic structure to the process of hypothesis generation, which can 
then be tested in any number of quantitative and/or qualitative ways (Henwood & Pidgeon. 1992, 
1994, 1995; Moon et al.. 1991; Rennie, Phillips & Quartaro, 1988; Stevenson a Cooper. 1997). For 
example, various qualitative methods have been used to great effect by researchers vA\o would in 
no way consider themselves relativists (e.g. Ball. Evans, Dennis a Omerod, 1997). Hence, it is 
possible to adopt the methods associated with one epistemological position to inform the design of 
follow-up research that employs methods associated with another epistemolc^ to produce 
theories that have both descriptive and predictive utility. Ttierefore, the next section examines the 
link between method and theory more closely to show how greater knovAedge can be gained about 
phenomena by examining the evidence and theories that have been generated by researchers 
from different areas of psychology and other disciplines. 
3.4 Bridging the gaps: The link between method and theory 
Far from being a move away from the science practised in the natural sciences, careful 
and systematic observation have often generated theories in one field of study (e.g. DanArin's 
theory of evolution) sometimes years before another discipline has obtained the means to test 
these and produce a mechanistic explanation for them (e.g. the discovery of DNA). Indeed, Burt 
and Oaksford (1999) argued that psychology's njsh to get into the laboratory to produce 
mechanistic explanations of the worid without proper consideration of theory generation has 
hindered the progress of research on human reasoning, with researchers spending years trying to 
determine why their results do not match their expectations. However, the reason why participants 
do not always conform to expectations is because people bring their life experience into their 
thoughts atxjut the worid, which means, 'most everyday reasoning does not conform to logic' (Burt 
a Oaksford, 1999, p. 334), and this could have been revealed eariier if grounded theories derived 
from exploratory studies had been consulted. 
Therefore, it makes sense to study people's lived experiences in order to offer society a 
better understanding of. and solutions to, its problems (Giles, 1997; Henry et al.. 1997). For 
example, Henry et al. (1997) stressed the need for the subjective to be re-instated as a topic in 
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psychology, and take a more eclectic approach to research and theory by employing both 
quantitative and qualitative methods to generate and test their theories more effectively. For 
example, they pointed out that at the end of the 19* century, theories from philosophy concerning 
consciousness and subjective experience were considered central to psychology, with 
introspections regarded as the preferred data. However, frustrations concerning which competing 
definitions of subjective experience to choose, led to psychologists embracing positivism in order to 
turn their attentions tov^rards problems they could solve (i.e. behaviourism). Hence, whilst the study 
of conscious experience has remained a topic of study in Gestalt psychology and psychophysics, it 
has been largely left to other disciplines (e.g. philosophy, physics, physiology and psychotherapy) 
to study topics that used to be central to psychology (Henry et al., 1997). 
This led Henry et al. (1997) to suggest that it is necessary to draw together the knowledge 
that has been gained in these other disciplines and expand the scope of existing methods to be 
able to understand fully the conscious experience itself. As conscious experience has been 
described as the patterns of meaning that constitutes people*s experiences of the world, this deariy 
has much relevance to social representations and people's attributions. For example, Henry et al. 
(1997) suggest that experimental studies 'need to be complemented by drawing on accounts that 
people give of their actions and feelings' (and, in the case of social perceptions/attributions, the 
actions and feelings of others), using methods taken from phenomenology and discursive 
psychology (p. 118). This would allow for experience to be understood against its historical and 
cultural background as Moscovici envisaged, and enable researchers to investigate how 
experience is embodied in the social and cultural contexts of action as well as in internal 
mechanisms (see Bruner, 1990; Edelman, 1992; Han-6 & Gillett, 1994; Maturana & Varela, 1992; 
Shotter, 1993; Valsiner, 1991). Hence, Henry et al. (1997) argued that there should be room for 
both the social and the individual in psychological explanations. 
Such work has led to increased det)ate on how qualitative and quantitative approaches 
may be integrated despite the differences in their focus (e.g. Mangan, 1993; Varela, Thompson & 
Rosch, 1991). Hence, the answer to Breakwell and Canter's (1993) question regarding how to 
integrate findings drawn from different methods may lie in the suggestion proposed here: different 
paradigms can be applied to the same phenomenon to answer different questions about it, and 
then brought back together to provide a multi-dimensional explanation. For example, whilst neuro-
psychologists have investigated the vehicle for consciousness, spiritual traditions, such as 
Buddhism, have systematically investigated conscioi^ness directly through training in meditation 
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and introspection that starts in eariy childhood and continues through life. This has led some 
psychologists to integrate ideas and practices that have come from these two seemingly disparate 
domains, to explain successfully how people can achieve greater happiness (Hayward & Varela. 
1992; His Holiness the Dalai Lama & Cutler, 1998). Hence, inter-disciplinary collaboration is 
already helping to achieve the goal of improving lives. 
To summarise, this chapter has deconstructed old arguments to provide the framework for 
blending different methods and theories to move psychology towards a more holistic and unified 
study of the psyche (see also Gergen, 1992; Havel, 1995; Jencks, 1992). Hence, psychology now 
has 'the methodological resources to repair the exclusion of subjectivity that Husseri identified as 
the crisis in modem European science" (Henry et al., 1997, p. 119). From here, van Dijk (1997) has 
suggested that 'not only may actions and minds (or brains, or social situations or groups, or 
institutions) be described in their own right (...as fragments of a complex bio-physical-mental-
sodal-cultural worid), but it is even more rewarding to start to devise integrated theories that 
pinpoint the precise links between such concepts in truly transdisciplinary approaches' (p. 452). 
From here it is then possible to bridge some of the gaps in SRT by drawing together research 
methods and theories from previously disparate domains. However, by acknowledging the 
subjectivity in all psychological investigations this research position has also raised questions for 
SRTs distinction between the reified and consensual universes and the various methods that have 
been used to study social representations. Hence, the following sections return to the issues raised 
in Chapter 2, and show how a better theory of social perceptions can be provided using an eclectic 
approach. 
3.5 The theory of social re-constructlonism (SRC) 
Aspects of SRT have been criticised for being similar to the individualistic cognitive 
theories and reductionism that Moscovici sought to oppose, and for ignoring much of what is social 
about social representations by neglecting the action-orientation of language. However, this 
chapter has already argued that there should be room for explanations at both a social and 
individual level. Therefore, SRC seeks to elucidate both the social and individual factors that may 
be related to the adoption of social representations and their relationship to causal attributions to 
answer many of the questions that SRT left unanswered. For example, if representations are ad we 
have and determine group formation, then how can people take hold of unfamiliar objects to anchor 
them, or partial and imperfect versions be elicited by members of the same group? Similariy, if 
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social representations are historically prescriptive, and bear down on us with an irresistible force, 
then how can they also take on a life of their ovm, and scientists manage to resist the in-esistible? 
Indeed, the relativism and reflexivity posited in the above research position has already provided 
an argument against SRTs distinction between the reified and consensual universes by suggesting 
that researchers should be explicit about, and account for, the influence of their own social 
representations. Therefore, the remainder of this chapter integrates the useful aspects of SRT with 
other psychological theories to provide better answers in the form of the theory of social re-
constructionism. 
3.5.1 What are social representations? 
Jahoda (1988) suggested that any new theory of social representations should 'start with a 
clear meaning of the term sufficiently to exclude some things" and clarify how social 
representations relate to other, presumably distinct, phenomena (see Jahoda. 1988, p. 206). 
Therefore, the first difference between SRT and SRC is that the latter does not suggest that social 
representations are 'all we have' (McKinlay a Potter 1987, p.478). Instead. SRC sees social 
representations as only part of a model of causal attributions, falling somewhere between collective 
representations and individual cognitions as Moscovici originally intended. 
Here, social representations are defined as the definitions that people draw on to 
understand the wortd, which come to them from social sources and are related to their social 
identities. Hence, they can be distinguished from individual representations (based on personal 
experience and the need for a positive self-identity), and collective representations (v^rhich influence 
all members of society and reflect the ideologies that stnjcture the hierarchy of social groups, and 
the value of the social representations associated v^h them). This also deals with criticisms that 
SRT and Duri<heim's theory of collective representations are the same (Partner. 1987) because, as 
Moscovici (1988) suggested, SRT and SRC both conceive of collective representations as 
concepts that influence all members of a society, whereas social representations are not. However, 
this does not mean that individual, social and collective representations are always mutually 
exclusive. Instead, SRC argues that the processes involved in the adoption of one type of 
representation can inter-play with the adoption of another. 
Moscovici (1988) suggested that there are three ways that social representations can 
become social. They can be 'hegemonic' (shared by all members of a group without being created 
by that group). They can be 'emancipated' (created from the ideas of, and circulated v^thin, a 
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group), or they can be 'polemical' (generated through social conflict between groups and intended 
to be mutually exclusive). This he argued is a closer view of reality than collective representations. 
which are held by all members of a society. Therefore, he suggested that the theory of collective 
representations is more suitable for the study of confomnist and primitive cultures than modem 
societies. However, whilst SRC concurs that collective and social representations are distinct in 
many ways, it disagrees v/ith the assertion that collective representations are unique to primitive 
and conformist societies. 
Instead, SRC suggests that some concepts (e.g. money, gender and hierarchy) are 
'collective' in the sense that all cultures and groups w\\\ have some system for purchasing goods, 
distinguishing between the sexes, and hierarchies. However, how someone represents rich or 
poor, male or female, and their relationship to who is in power will differ according to time, place, 
social group and personal experience. Nevertheless, social representations are also related to 
collective representations (and the ideologies embedded in them) in that the latter set the 
boundaries for the range of social representations that are available, and how they can be used, at 
any particular time in history. Hence. SRC suggests that it is collective representations that bear 
down on us vwth an irresistible force, and creep into human thinking and rtietoric even when we 
regard ourselves as separate from them (see Billig, 1991). This is because the ideologies they 
contain, which have been defined as 'hegemonic definitions of reality" that are apparent as 
'dominant discourses" (see van Dijk, 1998, p.307), are resistant to change. 
The robustness of collective representations versus the flexibility of social representations 
will be returned to in the final section. The point here is that concepts reflecting ideologies, such as 
patriarchy, can be conceived of as collective representations that have a hegemonic influence by 
restricting the number of competing ways that people can socially represent their worid, and setting 
the standards by v\^ich people make judgements. For example, even (supposedly) 'objective' 
psychology has re-constructed the female in various ways that are patriarchal because 'successful' 
women are often studied by comparing their achievements with those of 'successful' men to show 
that glass ceilings are falling away in post-feminist societies. Thus, men are set as the standard by 
which women are judged, which leaves existing patriarchal power structures intact (Crawford. 1997 
as cited in Giles. 1997), and encourages 'individual differences' research that ignores many of the 
wider social issues related to a patriarchal system that places men as the norm to which women 
should aspire. 
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However, social representations also have a role to play in people's attitudes towards 
these collective representatior^. For example, societies (modern or othenvise) must contain 
collective representations that are relatively unchanging across time, such as the broad concepts of 
good and evil. What it is to be considered good or evil however, v^ll be partly contained in, and 
determined by, the representations a particular group or individual has for a particular behaviour. In 
this way, the attributions of an otiserver reflect the moral norms of the groups to v^ich s/he 
belongs, as Moscovici suggests. This would explain why some behaviour (e.g. homosexuality and 
interpersonal violence) is considered more socially acceptable in some sub-cultures and social 
groups, whilst at other times in history, sub-cultures and groups, it is not. Therefore. SRC differs 
from SRT by arguing that the relationships between individual, social and collective representations 
are reciprocal, and that both primitive and modem societies are influenced by individual, social and 
collective representations. However, this does not explain how each of these should be studied. 
To address criticisms that Moscovici was insufficiently explicit about how aspects of SRT 
should be studied, SRC suggests that it is first necessary to identify which representations are 
collective, social and individual to study their relative influence and their relationship to each other. 
From this, researchers could elucidate the range of contextual factors that influence social 
representations and attributions. To do this effectively, research should start with explorations that 
can identify which representations come into play when individual's make causal attributions, and 
people's own explanations regarding the sources of information that influenced their judgements. 
Therefore, a grounded theory or thematic content analysis of the representations elicited during 
research would seem the most appropriate in this exploratory context, and was consequently 
adopted for the first study conducted for this thesis (presented in Chapter 4). This enables 
researchers to identify the content and aetiology of the social representations involved in the 
phenomena they investigate as Moscovici (1984a) suggested, and addresses Potter and Utton's 
(1985) criticism of Hewstone et al.'s (1982) study by investigating rather than assuming that social 
representations originate in some scientific theory. Moreover, by comparing the similarities and 
differences in people's accounts, researchers can explicitly examine the spread of consensus in 
people's representations in order to determine whether they were held by all (collective), one 
(individual) or only some people based on their membership of a particular group (social). 
Researchers can then track and investigate the aetiology of a social representation by 
conducting discursive studies that examine the ideological functions being served and account for 
the action-orientation of people's representations (see Chapter 5). This can then be followed up 
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with a quantitative study to elucidate the relationships between different types of representation, 
group membership and their relative influence on attrit3utions statistically in order to test the 
predictive utility of the theories generated from previous qualitative wori< (see Chapter 6). 
To summarise, by distinguishing social from collective and individual representations whilst 
suggesting that all three exist in modem societies, this section has gone some way to distinguish 
social representations from ideologies as Jahoda (1988) requested. Furthermore, it has been 
explicit about how these should be studied. However, it did not explain where social 
representations come from, or how or why individuals "can influence social representations or 
experience change in their content" to become social re-constrvctions rather than social 
representations (McKinlay & Potter, 1987, p.483). To do this, it is necessary to return to 
Moscovici's distinction between the reified and consensual universes and revisit the notion that 
scientists can resist the irresistible. Therefore, the next section re-examines the aetiology of social 
representations to provide a more realistic and specified description of the reified universe. 
3.5.2 Reification: The realms of authority and the needy consumer 
In describing the aetiology of social representations, Moscovici expanded his initial 
suggestion that social representations come from 'on high to below" from the theories of science to 
become a part of common sense (Moscovici, 1984a, p.57) to include 'scientific thinking', personal 
experience and other trusted sources in the 'reified universe' (Moscovici, 2001). However, SRC 
argues that the reified universe is not devoid of the social representations that are so irresistible to 
everyone else. Instead, the flow of representations between the reified and consensual universe is 
reciprocal (renamed the realm of authority vs. the world of the needy consumer to denote this), with 
members of the authoritative realm bringing their own social representations to bear on the vi^y 
they derive the representations they espouse. Moreover, SRC moves away from seeing scientific 
thinking as the pre-requisite for reification tiecause the way that social representations are talked 
about are adiorvoriented and reflect the ideological prejudices of the person providing the 
representation. 
Indeed, what qualifies scientists for their reified position is not so much the methods they 
use to study phenomena, but rather the value people have placed on those methods and their 
need for information that helps them understand their worid. Ironically, the value people associate 
with particular sources is often constructed by those sources themselves. Hence, by espousing the 
superiority of the methods used to derive their information, scientists (as a social group) have been 
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able to promote their position in sodety. However, the representations created and disseminated 
by the 'authoritative realm' do differ from lay accounts in their likelihood of t)ecoming adopted by 
sufficient numbers to be regarded as social representations because they are presented in ways 
that seem credible, which increases their likelihood of being accepted. For example, there was a 
time when lay people accepted the repr^n ta t ion of 'experts' who suggested that the earth is flat 
simply because they regarded these 'experts' to be in a better position to know such things and 
because they needed to know about potential dangers that luri<ed beyond their horizons. 
Therefore, if anyone can reside in the 'authoritative realm' by seeming credible and meeting the 
needs of large numbers, the contents of this realm should be widened to include all sources of 
alleged 'fact'. 
However, people also need to be aligned in some wzy to the source of representations. 
Again, just as the value people place on the source of a particular representation is often 
constructed by that source, people's need of a representation, and their alignment to the 
person/group offering the information, can also be manufactured in the way that information is 
represented to the consumer. For example, in the recent 'war against terrorism' Anglo-American 
public opinion was sv/ayed from a largely anti-war stance to one of acceptance as politicians and 
war 'experts' constructed the need for such action in terms of self-defence and the altruistic 
liberation of the Iraqi people. Moreover, research on social influence would seem to support this. 
For example, work in minority influence has shown that minorities that are admired (Levinger a 
Schneider, 1969), seem consistent and certain (Nemeth, Swedlund a Kanki, 1974), and are able to 
refute the arguments of the majority (Clark. 1990) are more likely to have their viev^ adopted than 
minorities who are not. 
In this way, inhabitants of the authoritative realm, from which people derive their social 
representations, also have to represent an authority on the topic being disseminated or emt)ody 
what an individual aspires to be. Indeed, social comparison theory suggests that people are able to 
positively self-evaluate by aligning themselves to those they admire. Therefore, politicians, religious 
and community leaders, and those who work in the media and entertainment industry can all 
espouse information that may become a social representation (even when we know that these 
people all have their ovm agendas) because sufficient numbers admire them and seek to achieve a 
positive self-identity by aligning themselves to their position. In other words, unlike SRT. SRC does 
not suggest that people have to necessarily trust the source of a representation. 
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A further pre-requisrte of entry into the authoritative realm concerns the ease with which 
members can disseminate their representations to those people v\^o reside in the 'wortd of the 
consumer', where representations are adopted by groups, and thus become social. With regard to 
the means of dissemination, SRC concurs with SRT by identifying the mass media as the principal 
means by which representations become social in contemporary society. However, SRC goes 
further, to suggest that people in positions of power will necessarily be in a better position to deploy 
the services of media than the lower echelons of society. Moreover, those who have control over 
what gets printed or transmitted, and whose efforts reach the largest audiences, will also be more 
likely to have the infonnation they espouse become part of the matrix of social representations that 
comprise a culture. 
SRC also addresses the weaknesses in Potter and Litton's (1985) suggestion that social 
representations should be re-conceptualised as 'interpretative repertoires' by expanding the means 
by which social representations are generated and disseminated to include all forms of symbolic 
meaning systems. Hence, the influence of the iconic elements of a social representation can be 
investigated by adopting visual methodologies to examine the operation of pictorial representations 
and the ideologies reflected in them (see Rose, 2001). In particular, it is suggested that, in this 
modern age, television plays a key role in disseminating iconic and verbal representations to the 
masses. This would enable researchers to investigate the relationships between patriarchy, visual 
depictions of men and women, and the four interrelated processes said to enable sexual violence 
that were elucidated in Chapter 1 (see Donnerstein a Linz. 1998; Linz, 1985; Malamuth, 1983; 
Nelson, 1982; Scully, 1990). Hence, SRC can accommodate both the vertsal and iconic aspects of 
social representations and how pre-linguistic children and linguistically challenged adults come to 
represent the worid in v^^ys that a purely discursive approach cannot. 
However, as Moscovici (19843) suggested, only some of the new theories constantly 
generated become social representations because only some of them meet an immediate need. 
These needs can be further broken down in terms of the needs of society (e.g. finding ways to 
reduce the "spiralling crime rate"), the needs of social groups (e.g. finding ways to improve the 
position of the group within the overall hierarchy of society), and the needs of the individual (e.g. 
finding ways to protect the psyche and maintain self-esteem). Hence, when individuals adopt an 
emerging representation/theory they do so because it meets one, some, or all of these needs. 
However, if it does not successfully meet a need or no need exists, then it can be ignored or 
rejected. 
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In this way, the outcome of our attributions, based on the social representations we have 
adopted, feed back to inform the emergence and adoption of new representations because all 
people, vkfhether members of the authoritative realm or not. interact v^ nth the wortd on the Ijasis of 
their social representations. If that interaction leads to unsuccessful outcomes a psychological 
context is provided vrfiere the adoption of new representations is more likely. This has implications 
for SRTs description of the consensual nature of social representations because it implies that 
factors related to the individual and their personal experience has some bearing on v^ether a 
representation becomes social. Therefore, this needs to be examined more closely if SRC is to 
improve upon Moscovici's idealised conception of consensus, and explain the different levels of 
consensus and partial representations elucidated by Good (1993) and Potter and Litton (1985) in 
Chapter 2. Hence, the next section attempts to provide a better explanation of consensus that 
accommodates the action-orientation of language to explain individual differences in social 
representations. 
3.5.3 Socially reconstructing: The influence of the social individual vs. historical 
determinism and consensus 
Chapter 2 identified the pooriy specified aspects of SRT responsible for methodological 
weaknesses in SRT research. For example, section 2.3.4 argued that when people draw on social 
representations to describe their world they 're-present them", adding their own individual twist to 
what Moscovici described as consensual (Good, 1993; Pari<er, 1987). Indeed, Potter and Litton 
(1985) found differences in the levels of consensus and the rtietorical uses that social 
representations can be put to. Hence, they questioned SRTs description of consensus and its role 
in group-formation, and concluded that Moscovict's refusal to elaborate consensus further has 
enabled researchers to make certain assumptions and ignore possibilities that have weakened 
their research. For example, some have assumed that group members always act in accordance 
with the group because they share a homogenous set of social representations, which dictate the 
norms of that group. Others have assumed that participants have been invested in the social 
representations they elicit and have not tested whether these have actually helped them make 
sense of their worid. Others have ignored the fact that group categories can themselves be thought 
of as social representations and that the salience of group memberships may vary according to the 
context of use. Hence, by not attending to vA\a\ speakers are achieving with their talk and treating 
social representations as cognitive objects rather than features of language, researchers have 
Chapter 3: The theory of social re-consiruciionism 71 
been able to migrate towards cognitive reductionism. However, this chapter argued that individual 
as wel l as social explanations are necessary for a fuller picture of people's representations that can 
untangle some of S R T s tensions. Therefore, SRC uses the term reconstruction to explain how the 
influence of the individual leads to dif ferences in the content and usage of people's representations 
(Potter & Utton, 1985). 
In addit ion, the assertion that social representations are implicated in all thought and 
perception raised questions regarding how people can perceive the unfamil iar in order to anchor it. 
Moreover, by dividing social representations into core and peripheral elements in order to explain 
how they can be both historically prescriptive and changeable, Abric (2001) left readers unsure as 
to how social representations could ever be completely transformed when the protective function of 
an organising core necessarily means that non-confirmatory information is rejected. Hence, there 
needs to be a better explanation of how social representations can accommodate social change. 
This led Potter and Edwards (1999) to argue that the superficial level at wh ich language has been 
studied within the SRT tradit ion has done little to d i^ ingu ish it f rom social cognit ion because it 
ignores so much of what is social about language. Consequently, they suggested that researchers 
need to adopt the tenets of 'cautious' discursive psychology and explicitly examine the stake and 
interest participants have in the social representations they reconstruct in their talk, and determine 
whether these have actually performed a sense-making function. 
However, the end of Chapter 2 argued that in moving away from the critical DP he 
espoused in 1985 and 1993 towards the more cautious version he used to criticise Wagner et at.'s 
study in 1999, Potter lost the opportunity to comment on the role of power and ideology (see Potter 
& Utton, 1985; McKinlay et al . , 1993). To overcome this, and reflect the influence of collective as 
well as social and individual representations. SRC proposes that researchers collapse the two 
strands of discursive psychology proposed by Potter in 1985 and 1999 t o acknowledge the agency 
of the speaker and the ways that power and ideology constrain the ways a person can represent 
phenomena in their talk (see Potter & Litton. 1985; Potter a Edwards, 1999). In this sense, SRC 
reflects Barthes' (1982) assertion that ' the speaker is 'both master and slave* of language' in the 
sense that s/he inadvertently 'echoes' dominant ideologies even as s/he argues against them (as 
cited in Bill ig, 1991. p. 8). By acknowledging ideology in this way, SRC can now address the 
question of how it would ever be possible for representations to be completely transformed. 
As previously suggested, it is collective representations, which reflect the dominant 
ideology of a particular culture, that pre-exist and outlive us, and are relatively resistant to 
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immediate change, whi lst social representations themselves can be replaced quite quickly in 
response to the outcome of our social representations. For example, psychology has started to 
examine the post-feminist 'crisis in mascu l in i t / by conducting studies that position men as vict ims 
amJ adopting paradigms around the same framework that feminist literature has fol lowed. However, 
this does not accurately convey the nature of the problem because men still have more power and 
financial resources than women. It is just that this is "no longer taken for granted as natural or 
legit imate' (see Giles, 1997, p. 263). Hence, the ideology of patriarchy remains resistant to 
change, whilst the way that people soc*ally represent this inequality has changed sufficiently to 
reduce the numbers of those who are prepared to argue (at least in public) that this inequality is 
just. That is not to say that new ideologies cannot emerge to replace old ones. Indeed, the 
feedback loop that informs the emergence and adoption of new representations can also influence 
the longevity of collective representations. It is just that the hegemonic inf luence that distinguishes 
an ideology from a social representation means that this process takes more t ime. 
However, SRC should also be able to explain the influence of the individual in terms of the 
role of social representations in group-formation if the tension between consensus and individual 
dif ferences is to be untangled. To achieve this Glynis Breakwell (1993) suggested that SRT be 
integrated wi th social identity theory (SIT). SIT explains intra- and inter-group interactions in terms 
of an individual's motivation to achieve a positive social identity, whereas, SRT explains how 
people make sense of their wor id by suggesting that the social representations formed and 
disseminated through communicat ion constitute people's belief systems. Hence, it is the sharing of 
social representations that enables people to establish a group identity and distinguish themselves 
from 'other (different) groups (Tajfel, 1978). Therefore, social representations also guide social 
action because they enable people to judge their own and others' behaviour by infi ltrating ' t he core 
of the individual's personality" and thereby constraining a person's attitude towards objects in the 
worid, biasing the way that the world is perceived (Moscovici & Hewstone, 1983, p.118). 
In this way, attributions are socially constructed because morality is l inked to "a social 
grammar of action, practice and interpretat ion' (Haste, 1987, p.167). In other words, a person 
develops morally to the extent that they learn and internalise the various culturally prescribed social 
representations of their group. One of the strengths of SRT therefore, is that it helps to explain not 
only how groups are psychologically and socially demarcated (i.e. how people acquire social 
Identities) through the adoption of social representations, but also how these groups are morally 
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policed. However, it did not explain why people are motivated to acquire social identities, nor how 
these may go on to affect social representations. 
To explain, Breakwell (1993) suggested that identity is a product of the biological 
capacit ies for memory, consciousness and organised interpretation of the context in which identity 
develops. In other words, to be able to represent objects in the outside wor ld, people first 
experience them through their biological perceptual systems. Hence, there is a level of 
representation that does not involve making any judgement about what is being experienced. 
However, to be able to label a perceptual event and attribute a value to it. it has to be anchored to 
an existing category, much as SRT suggests. This addresses McKinlay and Potter's (1987) 
concerns regarding S R T s inability to explain how people can take hold of an unfamiliar object in 
order to anchor it. Therefore, although not explicitly examined in this thesis, SRC acknowledges the 
role of biological factors in people's ability to acquire the social representations that influence 
attributions. 
As wel l as acknowledging the influence of biological factors in fomi ing identities, Breakwell 
(1993) also combined SRT wi th cognitive theories when she developed 'identity process theory* 
(IPT). Here she suggested that there are two cognitive processes that link representations to 
someone's social identity. During the 'assimilation - accommodat ion' process the individual 
absorbs the information from a representation that can be related to their personal values, attitudes 
and style, and social information related to group memberships and interpersonal networits. Then, 
during the 'evaluation' process the individual al locates value to each of the identity elements. Both 
these processes are "biased towards self-interest rather than accuracy... [because they] are 
guided by four principles which dictate what end states are deemed desirable for the stnjcture of 
identity* (Breakwell , 1993. pp. 7-8). Hence, partial or inaccurate representations are possible within 
group members. 
The self-esteem principle suggests that people selectively process information in such a 
way as to achieve and maintain self-esteem. The continuity principle operates so that people can 
maintain what Erikson (1980) cal led "persistent sameness wi th onese l f (i.e. one can change so 
long as it is congruent wi th a person's existing 'self-identity'). The distinctiveness principle suggests 
that people filter information in a way that maximises their distinctiveness f rom others, although this 
may be subsumed by the need for self-esteem and the desire to fit in. The efficacy principle 
describes an individual's need to maintain an identity that characterises competence and control. 
However, there may be context and t ime-specif ic variations in the hierarchy and existence of these 
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principles. Therefore, Breakwell (1993) suggested that research should try and elucidate the 
factors that would predict what principles operate on an individual in which circumstances in order 
to understand and predict the representations they adopt and the attributions that they make. 
In the context of this thesis. SRC would suggest that the inconsistent evidence that has 
emerged from testing Lerner's (1970) theory of a just worid vs. Shaver's (1970) defensive 
attributional model could be explained in terms of IPT. Hence, a person's rape attributions can be 
understood in terms of their need for self-esteem, continuity, distinctiveness and efficacy. As a 
result, the effects of making a particular attribution (based on a particular representation) on a 
person's sense of self are likely to affect the likelihood that a representation is retained for similar 
use again (i.e. the relationships between social representations, attributions and the individual are 
reciprocal). By adopting the research position above, this could then be examined by integrating 
experiential theories and research wi th mainstream approaches to provide a more holistic 
explanation of how individual and social factors combine to affect the attributions people make and 
how these might affect a person's sense of self. 
Indeed, there are a variety of ways that identity might affect how an individual relates to, 
and whether they adopt, a social representation. Group membership (as one source of identity) 
may affect what representations an individual gets exposed to because members are more likely to 
be informed of representations that serve the group objectives. It may also af fect how much 
attention is paid, or how much access one has, to alternative sources of representations, such as 
the media and members of other groups. However, knowledge of the existence of a social 
representation (use in theory) is not the same as accepting it as part of your reality (use in practice) 
and group membership is not the only factor to influence acceptance and adoption of 
representations. Breakwel l (1993) suggested that a member 's refationship wi th the object of a 
representation, or persons purveying a representation, as wel l as the context in which a 
representation is elicited, might also affect whether an individual accepts or rejects a social 
representation. In this way. Breakwell 's (1993) suggestions support SRC's assertion that the 
adoption of a representation is affected by the degree of credibility associated, and a person's 
al ignment, wi th its source. However, the consequences of rejecting a group representation wi l l a lso 
differ as a function of its relative value to the group. Therefore, another important area of research 
would be to identify the extent of a group's tolerance for divergence and the impact of individual 
versus group power differentials (Breakwell , 1993). 
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Group membership may affect the frequency wi th which a representation is communicated 
during the assimilation and evaluation of new information. An individual's identity is related to their 
membership to many groups (gender, political party, occupation, age etc), each offering a selection 
of possible representations. Therefore, the representation that is drawn on at any given moment 
wi l l depend on v/hich group memberships are salient to the individual in a particular context. 
Hence, the way that someone represents something in their talk may be acttor>-oriented to their 
need for self-esteem, efficiency, continuity and distinctiveness. Indeed, evidence s u g g e ^ s that 
even within relatively homogenous groups, members elicit di f ferences in their social 
representations because they customise their social representations to suit these needs 
(Breakwell, 1993). For example, a study on the relationships between identity development and 
economic and political socialisation showed that "possession of a coherent (non-contradictory) 
representation is l inked to [group] membership ' , whereas individual di f ferences in the importance of 
a representation are related to the self-concept (Breakwel l , 1993, p. 11). For example, "women 
would espouse more intense representations of the gender inequalit ies in society where a non-
traditional gender role was for them a central social identity than where it was not central ' (Gurin & 
Mari<us, p. 11). Similariy, in a study of gay identity, Coyle (1991) found that the centrality of asoc ia l 
identity motivated individuals to seek out representations that were relevant to that particular group. 
Thus, specific patterns of representations are adopted and reconstructed in someone's talk in ways 
that obtain aff irmation from other members of the group. 
SRC stresses the context-specifics of this process, wheret>y a representation related to a 
particular social identity might only be drawn on if the social identity is relevant to the situation. In 
the context of gay people, their t>ehaviour and the content of their talk may change as a function of 
whether they are at work or wi th gay friends. This would depend, however, not only on how 
important their gay identity was to them, but also on how relevant and appropriate they think their 
sexuality is to the type of work they do. For example, someone working for a travel company 
specialising in gay holidays may better fulfil the stereotype expected of him/her by expressing gay-
relevant representations at work than a gay member of the armed forces would. Consequently, 
representations can be seen to play a role in shaping social identities, and social identit ies and the 
context of use can be seen to shape and channel representations. Therefore. SRC sees the 
relationships between social representations, social identity and aspects of the individual as 
reciprocal. 
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3.6 C o n c l u s i o n 
To summarise, SRC dealt wi th S R T s 'grasp all, lose al l ' problem by distinguishing social 
f rom collective and individual representations. In doing so, it also dealt wi th Parker's (1987) 
accusation that SRT and Duri<heim's theory of collective representations are the same by re-
conceptualising collective representations as the vehicles for dominant ideologies, and 
acknowledging their existence in modem as wel l as primitive societies. Therefore, SRC was able to 
re-instate ideology as a focus of study and explain how representations can be both historically 
prescriptive and adaptive by inserting a feedback loop between social representations and the 
outcome of attributions, i n doing so, SRC was also better ab le to explain how a social 
representation could be completely transformed than Abric 's (2001) description of core and 
peripheral elements. 
SRC also rejected Moscovici 's (1984a) suggestion that "common sense no longer 
circulates from below to on high, but f rom on high to below" (p.57), and instead suggested that the 
relationship between social representations and the reified universe is reciprocal. In this way, SRC 
hopefully provided a more realistic reconstruction of the reification of information. Here, the reif ied 
universe was re-named the ' realm of authority* to acknowledge all sources of fact and ideology as 
its occupants, including, but not exclusive to, the worid of science. Indeed, by integrating theories 
related to minority influence, reification was no longer attributed to scientif ic training, but credibility, 
power, consumer need, and the ease wi th which knowledge claims can be disseminated to large 
groups of people. Moreover, the vehicle for dissemination was expanded to include al l symbolic 
meaning systems in order to accommodate the influence of visual as wel l as the verbal aspects of 
a representation. 
SRC also elaborated on S R T s explanation of the relationship between social 
representations and group-formation by reconstructing this relationship as circular. In doing so. 
identity process theory was adopted in order to show how an individual's motivation to achieve a 
positive self-identity explains intra- and inter-group dif ferences in representations. In turn, this was 
related to the individual's group membership to show how this effects whether a person is exposed 
to. or adopts, a social representation. This also enabled the implications of biological and cognitive 
explanations of perception to be acknowledged, whilst, the emphasis on the action-orientation of 
language showed how perceptions of the self influence the ways that people re-construct 
phenomena in their talk. Indeed, these integrations were vital to providing answers to the many 
questions that SRT left unanswered. However, this would not have been possible without a 
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research approach that could al low for the integration of theories from disparate traditions and 
disciplines. In doing so, this chapter has hopefully granted the means for academics and 
practitioners Vk^h in and between different disciplines to finally work wi th, instead of against, each 
other to deliver better what society needs of us. 
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Study 1: A grounded theory of the relationships between 
sex, sexuality and rape attributions 
4.1 Rationale 
Changes in penal codes have increased the number of different cases that can be tried 
under rape laws. However, little is known about the effects this may have on the way that people 
reconstruct and judge different rape scenarios. Hence, empirical examination of the effects of 
different perpetrator-victim dyads on attributions is needed to fil l the gaps in research (see 
Anderson et al. , 2001). For example, current legislation still excludes female perpetrators because 
it confines rape to penile penetration, and there is a noticeable scarcity of investigations into 
people's attributions regarding female-perpetrated male rape. Hence, there is also a need to 
understand why female rapists are not explicitly recognised when there is a growing body of 
evidence to suggest that women can, and have, raped men as wel l as women (Anderson & 
Stmckman-Johnson, 1998; McConaghy & Zamir, 1995; Mendel & Ferren, 1998; Smith et al. . 1988). 
Despite the obvious dif ferences between the condit ions in wh ich jury members make 
decisions, and the interview format employed here, this chapter represents a first step towards 
providing a much needed understanding of people's perceptions of female perpetrators and male 
victimisation. In particular, the ways that people's re-constructions of gender role identities (GRI) 
inform their understandings and judgements of normative and illegal sexual practices in relation to 
opposite and same sex interactions. Moreover, because this study w a s intended to inforni the 
design of a quantitative study to test the predictive utility of the theory of social re-constructionism 
(SRC), a semi-structured approach was adopted so that the grounded theory that emerged 
informed the process of hypothesis generation. 
In addit ion, both social representations theory (SRT) and SRC suggest that people's re-
constructions are informed by representations disseminated by the media. However. SRC went 
further by endorsing the feminist suggestion that rape is part of normative sexual relations and 
prescribed GRIs that reflect a patriarchal ideology (see Gavey, 1996; Kelly, 1987. 1996). whereby 
re-constructions informed by patriarchy are maintained by media representations of *reality'. 
Hence, SRC deviated from SRT by arguing that ideologies (e.g. patriarchy) act as collective 
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representations in the sense that they permeate the thinking and actions of all people, even in 
modern societies. Consequently, they have an omnipresence that is apparent in the ' ideological 
d i lemmas' that are embedded in the talk of people who v iew themselves in opposit ion to the 
ideology being re-constructed (see Bil l ig, 1991). For example, Ediey and Wetherel l 's (1997)® 
discursive study of masculinity highlighted the ideological d i lemma that one participant found 
himself in when he attempted to reclaim his masculine identity whilst distancing himself from his 
rugby playing peers: ' they 'd probably see themselves as men and I'd probably see myself as a 
person rather than a man (.) wel l I am a man (.) ' (p. 209). "merefore, discourse was collected to 
explore the influence of the media and ideologies in people's re-constructions. 
Another dif ference between SRT and SRC was in SRC's acknowledgement of the 
Individual's influence on the way that they re-construct events and objects in their wor ld. For 
example, the above participant's rejection of the machismo associated wi th the most powerful 
students at his school shovi^ that people somet imes reject the common view because their own 
personal experience or need for a positive self-identity confl icts with it. Therefore, an additional 
advantage of using semi-structured interviews was that they enabled the research to examine how 
personal experience and perceptions of the self may also inf luence people's re-constructions. 
Chapter 1 also provided evidence of relationships between adherence to patriarchal GRIs 
(i.e. male-dominant, female-passive subject positions), belief in rape myths and the derogatory 
treatment of female rape vict ims (Bostwick & Delucta, 1992; Burt. 1980. 1998; Check a Malamuth, 
1983; Feild, 1978; Scully, 1990; Ussher, 1998). Hence, Chapter 1 endorsed feminist perspectives, 
which suggest that patriarchy maintains women's subjugation, and in particular, rape. However, 
little is known about the interplay between patriarchal GRIs, rape myths and judgements 
concerning male survivors. Hence, this study investigated whether people draw on rape myths and 
patriarchal notions of men and women when presented wi th a scenario that violates the 'classic 
rape script' (Parrot a Bechhofer, 1991) of a man raping a woman. 
Endorsement of patriarchal GRIs has also been implicated in negative att i tudes towards 
homosexuals (Cotton-Houston a Waite. 2000; Herek. 1988; Kite a Deaux, 1986; Kurdek, 1988; 
Whiteley, 1987) possibly because of a widespread beWel that the subject positions (i.e. who is in 
" This study analysed the talk of two groups of male sixth-form students (the dominant, rugby group vs. non-
rugby-playing boys) and found that the identity of the 'new man' was often adopted by members of the 
subordinate group as a means of resistance to the machismo they associated with the *rugby group'. 
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power) of those involved in same-sex relationships are a replication of the male-dominant female-
passive positions that are apparent in heterosexual relationships as Sheila Jeffreys (1990) has 
argued. However, there has been little research to determine explicitly whether lay people also 
espouse Jeffreys' (1990) assumptions about homosexuals (see Gavey, 1996 for an exception). 
Again, such beliefs might af fect people's attributions when they are presented wi th scenarios that 
do not conform to the 'classic rape script*. Hence, this study also examined the nature and origins 
of people's re-constructions of normative opposite- and same-sex sexual praci ices, before 
presenting participants wi th a man's account of being raped by a woman to explore how people 
made sense of this 'unfamiliar" event. 
4.1.1 Summary of goa ls , orientation and research quest ions to be addressed 
Chapter 3 argued that good research should start wi th exploratory studies to identify the 
factors that are relevant to a topic, rather than generating 'armchair hypotheses'. Consequently, the 
purpose of the semi-structured interviews conducted during this study was to elucidate the 
relationships between people's re-constructions of culturally held GRIs, rape myths and the sexual 
practices of heterosexual and homosexual men and w o m e n to determine if these influence 
people's reactions to different perpetrator-victim dyads. From the position of 'polit ically-informed 
relativism' also asserted in Chapter 3, it is acknowledged that the analysis derived cannot provide a 
perfect account of ' tn je reality*, but can still be valued for its ability to identify, and thus challenge, 
oppressive practices. This was achieved by examining how understandings and experiences of 
gender roles, sexual practices (sexuality) and sexual aggression operate on people's attributions. 
4.2 Method 
4.2.1 Participants 
The discourse of a purposive sample comprising 10 (5 female, 5 male) undergraduates 
was collected during semi-structured interviews. Four of each sex identif ied themselves as 
heterosexual and were aged between 18 and 25. whi lst the remaining two identif ied themselves as 
bisexual and were 26 and 40 years old. As this research involved asking participants how they go 
about seducing strangers and partners who have initially resisted, it was considered important to 
sample people for whom casual sex was still very high on their agendas. Therefore. 
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undergraduates were sampled based on their reputation for being sexually active (Levinson, 
Jaccard & Beamer. 1995) and the researcher's greater accessibil ity to this population. 
4.2.2 Materials 
To develop an interview schedule, a pool of questions was generated through 
brainstorming wi th colleagues and referring to research on gender, sexual practice and sexual 
aggression. From this, 14 broad questions and various associated probes were selected (see 
Appendix Ai). These a imed to elicit re-constructions of traditional and alternative gender roles, 
different positions of power and dominance in homosexual and heterosexual relationships, and the 
salient features of people's reactions to a vignette depict ing female-perpetrated male rape. Three 
third year psychology undergraduates independently conf irmed the schedule's face validity. 
Standardised briefing and debriefing sheets were delivered in wri t ing (Appendix Aii) and a 
demographic questionnaire collected participants* age. sex, sexuality and whether or not they had 
been the victim or perpetrator of any kind of sexual coercion (see Appendix Aiii). All interviews 
were recorded on digital audio equipment, for which wri t ten consent was obtained (see Appendix 
Aiv). 
4.2.3 Design 
Whilst it is acknowledged that interviews set rhetorical boundaries that may not be present 
in natural conversations, a semi-structured interview approach was adopted because the sensitive 
topic made it ethically unsound to explore in a focus-group setting. Moreover, it was felt that 
participants would be more candid in the absence of others. This approach also enabled 
participants the freedom to introduce their own topics, rather than treat questions as 'neutral 
invitations to speak ' (Baker, 1997, p. 131). Hence, the a im was to facilitate diversity in accounts, 
regardless of whether or not this fitted wi th the interviewer's own view. This al lowed for discourses 
reflecting 'emancipatory sex" as wel l as male-dominant, female-passive positions (see Hollway, 
1995), and expanded on existing research, which suggests that the rhetorical devices used to 
construct gender in the talk of men are similar to the discourses that are used to explain and justi fy 
sexual aggression (Harris et al. , 1995). This design also enabled the researcher to study the 
ambiguity caused when people are presented wi th scenarios that conflict wi th their own rape 
definit ion. As this ambiguity has been blamed for survivors' experiences of sexual violence being 
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disbelieved it was important to f o ^ e r a non-judgemental context for the elicitation of accounts (see 
Kelly, 1987; Pan-ot & Bechofer. 1991). 
There was a possibility that the male interviewees may have been less candid vwth a 
member of the opposite sex Therefore, a male final year psychology undergraduate who had 
experience in conducting interviews on a sensitive topic (Interviewer B) was recruited. His training 
involved discussing the focus of the research (as opposed to the mechanics of conducting 
interviews) using three of the interviews wi th females that had already been transcribed to facil itate 
a discussion of the major themes that seemed to be emerging. Reflexive feedback sessions 
fol lowing each of Interviewer B's interviews also facil i tated a discussion of any methodological 
queries or refiexive thoughts that emerged. 
4.2.4 Procedure 
Having obtained the appropriate ethical approval, participants were recruited via a sign-up 
sheet and poster placed on the psychology department recruitment board (Appendix Av). 
Interviews were conducted in the private off ice of the researcher, with refreshments provided to 
encourage a relaxed and comfortable atmosphere and to help build a rapport between the 
interviewer and interviewee. Participants were paid a nominal fee for their one-hour interview, and 
told that the purpose of the study was to investigate attitudes towards gender roles, sexual 
practices and sexual aggression. They were also infonmed that the research was being conducted 
for a PhD that would be examined by others. Briefing and instructions were given in writ ing. 
Participants were verbally reminded of their ethical rights before being asked to sign a consent 
form and complete the demographic questionnaire. 
Using the interview schedule as a topic guide, the order and inclusion of questions were 
matched to what the participant had already said, wi th probe and fol low-up questions also 
generated in situ to enable the interviewer to pursue information in more detail (Smith. 1995). The 
interviewer's interpretation of each account was also val idated in-situ by regulariy summarising 
what was said and checking wi th participants that this was an accurate interpretation of their 
account. This enabled participants to elaborate points and clarify misunderstandings until they were 
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satisfied that they had conveyed their intended meaning. Each taped interview^" lasted between 3 0 
to 60 minutes and was brought to a close when all of the topics for discussion had been covered. 
Having checked that participants had not been upset by their participation, they were 
thanked, given the debriefing sheet, and invited to ask questions. Most of the participants used this 
opportunity to voice their interest and approval of the research and several said it had made them 
re-assess their re-constmctions of rape, and showed concern for the victim who had been depicted 
in the vignette. These participants were reassured that he had gone on to marry and have two 
children. Again, this was taken as a measure of the study's validity, showing that participants had 
been tmly engaged with the topic. The telephone numbers of several telephone help-lines were 
provided on the debrief ing sheet. However, none of the participants had contacted any of the help-
lines within three months of the study's completion. 
Each of the interviews were transcribed verbatim by the author and then read several t imes 
before the coding process began. Using Strauss and Corbin's (1990) approach to grounded theory 
as a guide, the analytic process explored the experiences and understandings of each participant 
whilst acknowledging the subjective nature of each stage of the research. Therefore, in keeping 
with the research position described in Chapter 3, extensive memos and a reflexive diary were kept 
to monitor and track the researcher's thoughts concerning the analysis as wel l as the development 
of analytic categories and themes (Appendix Avi). 
Each transcript was open coded by giving each incident, idea or event a label to represent 
it. Similar instances were then grouped and categorised, using a more abstract and encompassing 
name than individual codes. In this way, particular phrases or revelatory statements f rom the data 
corpus were isolated and grouped together to create thematic categories. Moreover, coding was 
guided by the principle of inclusiveness, vrfiereby text could belong to more than one category. 
During categorisation, the commonal i t ies and di f ferences in accounts were identif ied through a 
process of comparison and by asking questions of the data (see Appendix Avii for examples of the 
questions raised by. and asked of, the data). For example, the category of 'di f ferences between 
men and women ' was developed according to dimensional continuums such as 'good-bad' and by 
searching the corpus for answers to such questions as. 'when is a dif ference considered good and 
'° Due to the poor quality of one of the audio-tapes the data obtained from the 4'*' male interviewee had to be 
excluded frxjm the sUidy. 
Chapter 4: Study 1: A grounded theory of the relationships between sex, sexuality and rape attributions g 4 
when is it considered bad*. Categories were then developed further by identifying them as evidence 
of specific phenomena; causal condit ions that relate to those phenomena; action/interactional 
strategies used to manage phenomena; or the consequences of a phenomenon or ^rategy. 
Examining instances of exceptions to them added further variation and depth. TTiis facilitated an 
understanding of the data that was both specific and dense, whi lst extracts f rom the corpus 
evidenced and grounded the theory that emerged. 
4.3 R e s u l t s " 
4.3.1 Understandings of gender roles 
Al l of the participants indicated a belief that women 's GRI had gone through some change 
from traditional GRIs of previous generations, wi th traditional women re-constructed as domestic 
housewives, expected to stay at home and take the role of carer whi le her husband worked to 
support the family financially. In other words, people collectively represented a dif ferent 'standard* 
for previous generations of men and women. However, fewer dif ferences were thought to exist in 
the experiences and roles of contemporary generations of young men and women, whereby 
women were reconstructed as having more freedom to socialise and being less t ied to chi ldminding 
responsibilities. For example, six people (4 women, 2 men) discussed the similarit ies between 
contemporary men and women's lives in terms of women being seen to "go out to wori< and have 
their own money" (2:1:3-4; 5:1:10; 8:1:7; 10:1:5). and 'pul l someone on a Friday night, shag them 
up an alley and drink beer" (1:14-15). Hence, re-constructions of women's present GRIs were 
centred on comparisons between women and men. whereby contemporary women were 
considered better off than their traditional counterparts because their lives more closely resembled 
those of men (see Extract 1). Hence, this discourse reflected a patriarchal ideology that constructs 
men's roles and status as more desirable than women 's roles and status (Crawford, 1997 as c i ted 
in Giles. 1997). 
Extract 1: 
4.2.1 D: Before obviously most women v\'ere in the home, looking afler the kids 
4.2.2 and the kind of work they would be doing would be, ram, just sort of like 
4.2.3 domestic... 
4.2.9 ...nowadays it 's percei\'ed that because there are a lot more women as 
4.2.10 in the office and doing traditionally sort of male-type jobs . . . 
" hi the interests of parsimony some of the quotes within the text have been paraphrased. The numbers 
following quotes refer to the way each interview was indexed. E a c h interviewee was allocated a letter ( A - J ) , 
and each interview was allocated a number, followed by the page number, and fmally the line number/s on 
that page, faterviews 1-5 invoK-ed female interviewees, whilst 6-10 were conducted with males. 
Chapter 4: Study I: A grounded theory of the relationships between sex, sexuality and rape attributions 8 5 
However, despite the initial v iew that women's lives had improved, four people (2 women, 
2 men) suggested tiiat women's rotes had not changed as much as people perceived. Indeed, 
people drew on their own personal experiences to suggest that women who drink beer are 
considered "blokey" (1:1:15), "geezer birds' (4:1:12) or "ladettes" (7:1:18) ttiat are "joked about" 
(4:1:13), and there is still "a glass ceiling type effect as regards to wortc" (7:1:14). In this way. 
women who refiect non-traditional gender roles were reconstructed as "sickening" (5:3:11), 'scary 
women" (1:3:14). "behaving a lot more like men.. . than they could have done previously* (7:1:16-
17) rather than ordinary women trying to exercise equal rights. This supports Lees' (1997) 
suggestion that derogatory labell ing is one way of policing behaviour that contravenes tradit ional 
femininity, and extends recent wortc by Jackson and Cram (2003) who showed how the negative 
labell ing of New Zealand women served to maintain the patriarchal status quo. 
Indeed, one woman 's account of women's subject positions in the wortcplace reflected the 
very ideological d i lemmas that Billig (1991) suggested should be of key interest to social 
psychologists if they are to acknowledge the influence of ideology and the individual in the way 
they represent the wortd (see Extract 2). Here, this woman simultaneously claimed a liberal 
position regarding women's rights to equality in the wortcplace, whilst repeating patriarchal 
arguments against employing women in "certain posit ions', or as Biltig (1991) called it ' taking the 
side of the other* (p. 145). Such rhetoric shows the interplay in people's re-constructions between 
personal experience ("I never felt any discrimination against*), impression management ("I'm not 
against women being equal in jobs ' ) , and ideology ('a man would be more stable, whereas a 
woman might not"). This provides support for the suggestion made in Chapter 3 that people's re-
constructions of their wor td wi l l reflect individual, social and collective influences. 
Extract 2: 
3.2.26 ...the thought of being equal in jobs like that, I 'm not tike you know 
3.2.27 women shouldn't have the chance to be. But then there are lots o f 
3.2.28 arguments about i f women get pregnant and stuff and in certain 
3.3.1 positions, then that wouldn't happen to a man. A man would be more 
3.3.2 stable whereas a woman might not But I don't think I would really 
3.3.3 know much about it until I was in the situation where I was in a high 
3.3.4 paid job and that kind of thing. But I'\'e never personally felt any 
3.3.5 discrimination against, you know, certain jobs. . . 
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, 12 More importantly, this shows that people's initial suggestion that fewer double standards' 
exist between contemporary women and men was not borne out when participants spoke of their 
own experiences and their ot)servations of how norvtraditional women were judged in practice. 
Instead, re-constructions of emancipated women as deviant women trying to t>e men served to 
maintain traditional male-dominant, female- passive subject positions t)ecause women who acted 
against their traditional gender role were rejected for doirrg so. Hence, the conclusion was that 
"we're moving towards it. but i f s not equal n o v / (6:1:15-16). 
Indeed, six participants (4 women, 2 men) argued that women 's increased freedom and 
equality was a veneer that was afforded to women in some circumstances more than others. For 
example, one woman suggested that ' i t 's alright to drink pints at uni because a lot of giris do, but 
when I went home [...] one of my friends, who is a gay male you'd expected to be less 
conventional, was embarrassed that I was drinking a pint of beer" (4:1:13-18). A return to the data 
to examine the inten/ening conditions for whether a woman's behaviour was accepted indicated 
that social class played a role (see Extract 3). Hence, one reason for the more liberal reaction 
experienced by this woman at university could be because the middle classes are more likely to be 
represented in a university population than people from economically poorer backgrounds, who 
were considered to have more traditional 'attitudes'. 
Extract 3: 
7. l.17 It 's like okay to be a bit of a lad, but saying that, the 
7.1.18 whole new ladelle thing is basically i t 's was a middle-class wonder and 
7.1.19 e\'er>'one was like *oh yeah the magazines say it 's okay to l)e a new ladette 
7.1.20 and you can get drunk and you can play badly football'. And the middle-
7.1.21 classes loved it that working class people did exactly what they had 
7.1.22 always been doing, which was just as sexist as they had been for the last 
2.1.23 20 years. 
This extract also showed how people's re-constnjct ions of the changes in women 's gender 
rotes were anchored in media representations of how contemporary women were said to be acting. 
Hence, the data would initially seem to support Moscovici 's v iew that people's social 
representations of the wor id are primarily informed by mass means of communicat ion. However, 
eight of the nine usable interviews showed that people also made distinctions between their own 
experience and media portrayals, whereby interviewees suggested that the media sometimes 
" Double standards are defmed here as unfair differences in men and women's Ii\'ed ex-periences in terms of 
the opportunities that are afiforded them and the way they are judged. 
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portrayed inaccurate representations of reality. Therefore, whilst people's social re-constructions 
may be anchored in media representations, this does not mean that they are blindly accepted. 
Instead, the media were blamed for women having unreasonable expectations (see Extract 
4), with "girlpower" seen as a "media thing" (2:2:5) ' a s opposed to anything real for people to grab 
hold o f (6:2:11). Therefore, whilst the media seem to provide people with vi^ys to represent the 
world, a person's belief in, and adoption of. media representations would also seem to depend on 
their own personal experience. This point will be developed further later. For now, it is important to 
note that evidence obtained during the early stages of the interviews undermined Moscovici's 
assertion that representations disseminated by the media are irresistible. Instead, people bring 
their own influence to bear on the way they re-construct the world by evaluating the match between 
their own experiences and the representations projected by the media. Moreover. Extract 4 
provides support for S R C by showing that, even when people know that media accounts do not 
reflect reality, they may decide to adopt them, not because they are irresistibly imposed from on 
high to below as Moscovici suggested, but because they fulfil a person's need to believe in them. 
Extract 4: 
1.6.13 Depending, you know, on the women involved, but I think women somefaow now 
1.6.14 expect-1 guess media and stuff like that influence people, and somehow women 
1.6.15 are ma)te looking for ... something that maybe isn't happening. Something that 
1.6.16 there isn't, but they would like to think there is. 
When the data were examined for the causal conditions for women's changing GRIs . three 
of the women re-constructed their own mother's experiences as "not much of a life' (1:2:5-6) that 
caused "an awful lot of our mother's generation [to be] depressed because they had children early 
not tjecause they wanted to, but because it was expected of them' (5:15:23-5:16:1). Hence, these 
females saw women's discontent and the opportunities that WWII gave women to engage in norv 
domestic vfork as the catalyst that motivated them to move into the workplace (see Extract 5). 
Whereas, the only man to comment on why women's gender roles had changed suggested that the 
advent of the "hoover* had given women more free time to "get on with their own thing' (6:1:8). 
Extract 5; 
5.1.6 Like after the war 
5.1.7 all these women going 'no, that's not good enough, sorry. 1 want to be 
5.1.8 able to do this as well' kind of thing.... 
5.1.9 yeah there were female jobs, but it was like, 
5.1.10 something useful to do for society, whereas before women were j ust 
5.1.11 housewives and all the rest of that 
Consequently, whilst women's re-constmctions served to position women themselves as 
the driving force behind social change, this man's account reflected a pragmatic reasoning that 
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accredited changes in women's subject positions to something quite outside of women. Despite 
this difference, both types of account again served to re-construct women's roles and work as less 
valued than men's. For example, the use of terms such as 'just housewives' (emphasis added), 
and distinguishing housework from the activities that women would prefer to be doing and jobs that 
were described as 'useful to society*, suggested that jobs associated with women are undesirable. 
Hence, the double standard in the stat ic of the work performed by traditional women and men w a s 
considered a causal condition for social change. Indeed, double standards between men and 
women's identities and the experiences they had in relation to these identities were fast emerging 
as a dominant theme in people's accounts. Therefore, doser attention was paid to this particular 
category to develop it further. 
In contrast, participants regarded the concept of the 'new man' and the causal conditions 
for changes in men's G R I s to be a direct consequence of changes in women, rather than out of 
their own desire to change themselves. Indeed, all of the participants discussed the concept of the 
'new man' in terms of a reaction to something that women wanted (see Extract 6), and described 
the new subject positions made available to men as a consequence of 'balancing' the changes in 
women's roles (1:5:21; 4:6:2). This was reflected in the accounts of eight participants, who re-
constructed shifts in men's power as a natural consequence of women's emancipation, with 
increases in one leading to decreases in the other. Hence, double standards between the sexes 
were re-constructed as inevitable because 'you've got to have someone, always one person in 
control of the other*. However, this time it was the emancipated 'new man' who was reconstructed 
as having less power than his female partner because his reduction in power and status was 
considered a s a direct consequence of what women want. 
Extract 6: 
3.7.10 C: The new man I think is the guy who has worked out what girl power 
3.7.11 is for the girl and has decided that the only way he is going to get 
3.7.12 anywhere is to kind of mov'e down from being the kind of macho guy 
3.7.13 and kind of be the caring guy until he's-1 think it's, in relationships at 
3 .7.14 the moment -1 don't know if this is a bit cynical, but it seems a bit like 
3.7.15 you'x'egot to ha\'e someone, always one pCTson in control of the other. 
Interestingly, whilst all of the women discussed the 'new man' in relation to the 
practicalities of sharing housewort< and childcare. men tended to focus on the new man's increased 
freedom to show emotion (Extract 7). Indeed, only one man mentioned the 'new man' in ternis of 
taking "more of a share of things traditionally you would link with women, like bringing up kids and 
doing the housework and stuff like thar (10:2:15-17). Therefore, in contrast to the man who gave 
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pragmatic reasons for women's changing roles, men's re-constructions of the *new man' tended to 
highlight his emotionality. In this way. the data supported media accounts, which suggest that 
women still do 80% of the housework even in dual-income households where both partners work 
fulltime, with interviewees' accounts suggesting that some men might engage in less housework 
because it simply does not occur to them to do so. 
Another reason for this disparity could lay in men's fear of being judged badly by others. 
For example, one woman argued men were still reluctant to do jobs associated with women, such 
as nursing and secretarial work, because 'for men it's quite stigmatised saying I'm a nurse' 
(4:2:23). Another suggested that it was important for men to be still seen as "one of the guys" by 
refusing to do domestic chores and readily "dissing the women" (3:7:30) in order to be accepted by 
their male friends. Hence, these participants saw the derogatory treatment of women, and refusing 
to engage in activities associated with women, as part of being a man and a of avoiding the 
negative judgements of others. Consequently, Breakwell's (1993) assertion, that people's adoption 
of available representations depends on their group's tolerance for divergence, was supported. 
Extract 7: 
7.3.14 mm, blokes ha\'e feelings as u-ell and it would be nice to think that you 
7.3.15 could express your feelings without be lal)eUed a pussy or being called gay 
7.3.16 or whatexCT. 1 mean, you still can't really with blokes, but you gel away 
7.3.17 with it a bit more with some blokes than you can with others. Again, it's a 
7.3.19 bit more of a class or sort of education thing... 
Indeed, eight participants suggested that the prevalence of 'new men' had been tempered 
by the judgements of others as well as the social c lass and educational status of those making the 
judgement. In keeping with this, participants themselves diverged in their judgements of whether or 
not the new subject positions made available to men were desirable. For example, one man argued 
that the new man's increased freedom to express his emotions had positive consequences for 
men's health and well-being because 'if they are suppressing any emotions then it's bad for 
themselves" (6:3:2). whereas one of the women suggested that whilst the new man is "the kind of 
bloke you want as your best mate, (he] isn't someone you would really fancy or find sexy" (4:5:23-
25). Indeed, just as emancipated women had been constructed as caricatures of men, the 'new 
man' was reconstructed as a "very feminine' (8:4:1-2), "woosey old guy. wearing this apron, hoover 
in hand, baby in the other" (5:4:13-14), who cries and likes "reading poetry" (3:8:2). Hence, this 
study extended the work of Lees (1997) and Jackson and Cram (2003) by showing how negative 
labelling can serve to maintain the double standards inherent to patriarchal subject positions for 
men as well as women. 
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Whilst participants collecth/ely re-constructed 'neW men as rare, the only participant who 
said he knew some "new men' said he 'thought they were possibly gay because they were very 
effeminate, outgoing, glamorous, and very conscious of what their outward image is" (8:4:13-16). 
Therefore, the accounts of participants four and eight suggested that, although the new man is 
seen as something that has emerged from women voicing what they want, such a man might not 
be the sort of person that women would readily find attractive or recognise as a potential mate. 
Hence, there appeared to be a contradiction between what women say they want in theory and 
what they appear to want in practice (cf. Potter & Utton, 1985). Moreover, the term "having your 
cake and eating i f was used by two women who argued that women wanted a man to be 
simultaneously traditional and'new" and that this was unreasonable (3:2:25; 3:4:20; 5:1:16). For 
example, five participants (4 women. 1 man) artiojlated the double standard in women's desire for 
"blokes to be a Sffs man. but also a lad' (1:5:9-10), who "opens doors for them" (3:2:23; 5:1:17). 
•protects them" (4:6:17), and 'pays for them' on dates (3:4:17). One consequence of this was that 
some men felt confused about what women want from them, with the media facilitating this 
confusion by constructing a version of reality that was not always borne out in practice (Extract 8). 
Hence, contradictions in the messages that women and the media are sending out were held 
responsible for the confusion men feel concerning what is desired of them. 
Extract 8: 
7.4.1 G: Hmm, it depends. I mean you read these magazines and then you read 
7.4.2 something like Cosmopolitan or FHM and they're sort of saying that 
7.4.3 lhey*\'e got the views of women and some say 'God I low this new man 
7.4.4 thing. God you're so sensitix-e and you ciy' and then some say 'I hate all 
7.4.5 this new man bollocks. I want a proper man who burps and likes footbair. 
7.4.6 And you just can't get any sort of rough idea of what women want. 
To summarise, traditional women were described as housewives and mothers, whilst 
traditional men were considered to be 'breadwinners'. In contrast, emancipated women and men 
were often reconstructed as people acting in ways that are associated with the opposite sex, and 
often judged negatively for doing so (depending on the context in which behaviour occurred and 
the social class of those making the judgement), which served to maintain patriarchy. Moreover, 
men and women's subject positions were reconstructed as a balancing act, with one sex always 
having more power than the other. However, unlike 'new women', the *new man' was re-
constructed as rare, and more a figment of media representations than someone who really exists. 
Hence, whilst people's re-constructions were anchored in media representations, such 
representations were not necessarily accepted. Furthermore, whilst women's roles were mainly 
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thought to have changed because of their own discontent with traditional roles, the new man was 
said to have emerged because of wtiat women were thought to want. However, the 'feminising' of 
emancipated men (ed some to suspect their sexuality, and made them unattractive to some 
women, which could dissuade some men from internalising non-traditional GRIs . Therefore, the 
next section explores the relationships between gender rotes and the way that men and women are 
judged sexually to investigate this further. 
4.3.2 Understandings of 'normative' sexual pract ices 
Participants collectively re-constructed contemporary women as having more sexual 
freedom and confidence than previously, and that this was beneficial, particularly for men. For 
example, four participants (1 male, 3 female) suggested that contemporary men did not have to 
make so much effort to obtain sex (Extract 9), which delivered them from the double standard of 
women 'asking for equal rights and then making the man pay for dinner" (8:4:2-23). 
Extract 9: 
3.9.23 Like 1 don't think, men al the moment 1 don't 
3.9.24 think they feel they have to take women out to dinner all the time, send 
3.9.25 them Dowers, that sort of thing. 
Nevertheless, sex t)etween heterosexual partners was discussed as something to be 
negotiated and paid for by men one way or another (Extract 10). For example, one woman 
suggested that her boyfriend has 'to treat me nice throughout the day or else you aren't getting any 
mate" (2:10:21-2:11:1), whilst another argued that "nowadays i fs like if I buy you a drink that might 
mean that I sleep with you kind of thing' (3:10:7-8). So. whilst four participants (2 women, 2 men) 
said it was easier for men to obtain sex because they did not have to put so much effort into 
courtship, two men suggested that (heterosexual) women still used "sex as power" (7:10:8) to get 
what they want from men. For example, one man concluded that whilst contemporary women 
appear to want more sex than their foremothers, 'they want the whole wining and dining kind of 
thing before they even have sex" (8:7:19-10). Therefore, whilst women's accounts suggested that 
the 'fee" for women's sexual favours has reduced, some men argued that it was just as 'expensive' 
as it always was. This served to reinforce constnjdions of women as less interested in sex than 
men. which acted as a causal condition for the expectation that men would have to overcome this 
by 'paying' for sex. 
Extract 10: 
7:9:23 ... my 
7:9:24 girlfriend-1 mean I give her head all the time, but she will do it \ 'CTy 
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7:9:25 rarely, like only when she v\-ant5 me to gii-e her e\-pensi\'e presents, 
7:9:26 something like that. 
Despite this, six participants (4 women. 2 men) reconstructed contemporary women's 
increased sexual confidence as a 'refreshing" change from the "tension" surrounding sexual 
initiation because "when girls are actually like 'okay, come on let's get it on', they [men] are like 'oh 
excellenr rather than that whole tension thing of oh my God. does she want to do this' (5:8:24-
5:9:2). Hence, it removed some of the fear that men said they have about having their actions 
misconstrued a s abusive. This was considered important t^ecause 'men have to be careful to 
ensure their female partners are enjoying, and have consented because there's so much press 
about date rape' (3:12:7-8) and a "lot more sexual attacks' (10:4:12), and because publicity 
surrounding 'the Mike Tyson case [shows that] nowadays a lot of people claim rape when it is not 
actually happening' (5:9:2-22). This suggests that rather than becoming de-sensitised to the abuse 
of women, media coverage of rape c a s e s had made people hyper-sensitwe to the issues. 
However, closer examination of the interactional strategies that participants suggested 
should be adopted to avoid false rape allegations indicated that people's concerns were not 
necessarily focused on the women in these scenarios. For example, whilst one man argued that 
'the bloke needs to behave a bit more responsibly... like if the woman w a s drunk then thaf s out of 
order" (7:6:6-9), others suggested that men should 'wait for women to say that it's okay" (3:12:7-8). 
and that women should "scream get ofT (5:9:25) to make it clear they do not want sex. These latter 
suggestions extend the findings of discursive research that revealed similar rhetorical features in 
the talk of South African men (Harris et al., 1995). Here. Harris et al. (1995) argued that the 
insistence that women should make their resistance to unwanted sex abundantly clear before such 
acts can be classed as rape was one way that men are absolved of responsibility and women are 
positioned as powerful and complicit in their own abuse. Sadly, it would appear that some British 
women are still using these same arguments five years later, to the same effect. Therefore, whilst 
accounts revealed people's awareness of the ambiguity associated with rape definitions, their 
suggestion that greater sexual assertiveness in women is one way to remove some of this 
ambiguity (and concurrent threat for men), again only served to maintain patriarchy. 
However, the accounts of four participants (2 men. 2 women) suggested that women's 
increased sexual confidence and assertiveness had also created 'quite a lot of pressure on the 
new man to be quite good and pleasing" (4:6:25-26) and 'more sensitive in bed, more considerate 
of the female' (8:4:9-10). Moreover, one woman's account showed that the 'balancing' act 
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between men and women's subject positions within domestic roles was also related to their sexual 
sutjject positions by arguing that a sexually confident woman could make some men "sexually 
intimidated and timid' (5:5:17-20). Hence, whilst women's increased sexual confidence and 
freedom may have relieved some source of pressure, the data suggested that this had been 
replaced with another kind of pressure for some men, with the balance of power going in women's 
favour. This extended Nicola G a v e / s (1996) findings by showing that although women may not 
aW/ays eroticise the power difference between themselves and men. and may have their best 
sexual experiences where a difference does not exist, or is reversed, this may not always be 
satisfactory for men. Moreover, four participants (2 women, 2 men) argued that this was only "okay 
[...] as long as both people in the relationship are happy with ir (10:3:16-18). she is not 
'overpowering' (1:13:9), 'being forceful or putting the man in an awkward position' (2:4:16-17). or a 
"teacher taking advantage of her student" (2:5:1-2) and "abusing a position of trusT (7:5-23-24). 
Indeed, whilst two participants offered the student-teacher relationship a s one instance 
when it is undesirable for a woman to initiate a sexual encounter, one of these went further by 
contrasting his opinion with what he considered to be society's view (see Extract 11). Here, he 
argued that male teachers seducing female students are more frowned upon by society than a 
female seducing a male 'because if a bloke doesn't want sex you think thafs a bit unreasonable' 
(7:6:20-21). Thus, by 'taking the other side' this participant's account showed how re-constructions 
of men as sexual predators supports the double standard between the way that men and women 
who are 'taken advantage of are apparently judged. Furthermore, it demonstrated the importance 
of attending to Potter and Utton's (1985) distinctions between 'use' and 'mention' (see Chapter 2). 
Extract 11: 
7.6.10 . . . i t 's looked at difTerently if a bloke- say 
7.6.11 you'v-e got a male teacher and he starts Hying to get one of his students into 
7.6.12 bed then he's a dirty old bugger. If a yoimg teacher tries to get one of her 
7.6.13 students into bed then most blokes are like 'oh you luck^ bastard', and it's 
7.6.14 like society's different view on it. 
Re-constructions of men as sexual predators were also apparent in people's re-
constructions of what they thought of men initiating sexual encounters. For example, one woman 
suggested that men are "funny because they'll try anything, tell lies, say and do almost anything to 
get laid' (5:18:8-10). Moreover, all of the participants drew on their personal experiences to support 
the assertions that it was 'more expected' (1:12:4; 3:16:3; 8:5:3) for a man to be the one to initiate 
sexual encounters because 'it is traditionally viewed that it is the man who takes the initiative" 
(10:3:21-22). Indeed, one woman anchored the difference in men and women's attitudes towards 
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sex in a scene from 'American Pie', where a man who had been used by a woman for sex was 
"really happy about it. virfiereas a woman would be oh. you just wanted me for thaf (3:19:4-5). 
Hence, people's re-constructions of male initiation were anchored in personal experiences as well 
as media representations to suggest that 'we women sit and talk about feelings, and blokes talk 
about how many shags they've had" (1:15:8-9). 
Related to re-constructions of men and women's disparate sexual identities was the 
expectation that "the bloke made the advance and the woman would resist and have to be wooed 
and tempted" (7:5:3-5). Hence, whilst Extract 11 suggested that men were not expected to resist 
sexual advances, a woman was. because "good giris aren't supposed to like this kind of thing" 
(5:6:11-12). Again, this supports previous findings that people locate the behavioural act of sexual 
initiation v^thin the context of social norms and use 'moral discourses' to further explain and justify 
the double standards in men and women's sexual identities (Harris et al., 1995; Jackson & Cram. 
2003). 
One consequence of re-constructions of women as the reluctant recipients of male desire 
was that 'on nights out and things like that, quite a lot of men take advantage of women. Not 
necessarily rape them, but sort of force them into sex if they don't want it' (10:4:13-16). Hence, a 
certain amount of sexual coercion by men to engage women in sex w a s reconstructed a s 
normative. Moreover, these re-constructions were again anchored in the representations of 
significant others and the media. For example, one of the women remembered 'my mother going 
'aww God sex. I hate ir and I'm like w h y T (5:6:4-5). whilst another suggested, "old films" construct 
women a s sexually passive because 'it's like the woman doesn't really say much and the man 
pushes it' (3:3:12). 
Indeed, support for re-constructions of men a s sexually aggressive predators was 
inadvertently provided by one man when he described events from the previous night. Here, he 
recounted how he had "successfully" obtained sex from his reluctant girifriend by "just carrying on 
going for it. and actually me getting very dominant got her very, very horny' (7:13:25-27). This 
account would seem to support Jeffreys' (1990) suggestion that (some) women have eroticised the 
power difference between themselves and men (at least from her male partner's point of view). 
However, further re-constructions provided by three participants (2 women, 1 man) indicated that 
this is not always the case. For example, the bisexual female argued that her sense of power 
differs according to whether she is with a man or a woman, whereby, she gets "turned on by them 
(men) having, or seeming to exert, control, but with a woman I am very happy for them to initiate 
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control or whatever. But I feel that I'm in control anyway and that they also like it when I'm taking 
the lead" (4:17:24-27). Similariy. one of the heterosexual women suggested that 'men and women 
should be equally free to cross boundaries' (5:10:13-14), and the man who had described the 
success of his persistence the previous night was quick to point out that he 'wouldn't try that [using 
dominance] all the time' (7:13:27). Hence, sexual subject positions would appear to be more 
flexible than Jeffreys (1990) asserted, with sexual power switching back and forth between partners 
regardless of their sexuality (cf. Gavey, 1996). 
Nevertheless, the accounts of eight participants (5 women. 3 men) revealed double 
standards in the way men and women are judged for the same sexual behaviour. For example, 
promiscuous heterosexual men were constructed a s a "stud" (1:15:7; 7:2:8), whilst a promiscuous 
woman would get a "big old reputation' (5:2:9-10) as a 's lag ' , 'slapper* (4:8:15; 7:2:9; 8:5:4), or a 
"witch that people would want to burn" (2:9:12-13). This supports past research (e.g. Holland, 
Ramazanoglu, Sharpe & Thomson. 1996; Lees, 1997; Tolman. 1994; Wight, 1994), which found 
that 'the sexual double standard is regulated through the tool of sexual reputation, that is the 
negative labelling of an active, desiring female sexuality and positive lat)el[ing of active male 
sexuality" (Jackson & Cram, 2003, p. 114). 
Indeed, when examining the data for the consequences of this double standard, the self-
described 'sexually adventurous' bisexual woman argued that being judged badly by others (as 
well as herself) had caused her to curb her behaviour despite her (wavering) belief in the 
unfairness of this situation (Extract 12). Hence, double standards in the way that men and women 
are judged for having an active sexuality again served to maintain patriarchal male-dominant, 
female-passive subject positions, despite the ideological dilemmas this causes for women. This led 
another woman to express her uncertainty about whether women 'are actually more free with their 
sexuality now or whether or not i fs just that it's just been more publicised again' (3:9:9-11). 
Extract 12: 
4:7:10 ... last year o\'cr a reasonably short period of time I 
4.7.11 slept with quite a few males and I felt 'oh my God 1 
4.7.12 am becoming a slag, i can't do this'... 
4.7.14 The fact that I felt really conscious that I could 
4.7.15 get a reputation from it, the fact that one of my friends actually started to 
4.7.16 talk to me about it and others were making jokes about it 
4.7.17 when wc went out, it just made mc think 'what if 1 was a bloke'. If I was a 
4.7.18 bloke it would be 'good on you, nice one, he has a lot of fun. 1 wish I 
4.7.19 could be him*. And if it's a girl it's just like 'oh what a slapper' kind of 
4.7.20 thing. And 1 agree with that to a certain extent. 1 do that as well. 
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In keeping with this uncertainty, four participants contradicted the initial assertion that 
contemporary women were more sexually confident and free. For example, one female suggested 
that "in the dutss women are still waiting for men to make the first move' (2:5:18-20), whilst four 
others (2 men, 2 woman) suggested that 'the probability of a woman pulling is much more than a 
man' tjecause men always have, and still do, 'wai f until a v^roman indicates her interest by 'giving 
him the eyes" (3:10:25-28). Indeed, four participants (3 women. 1 man) discussed the subtleties of 
women's seduction strategies, with one man suggesting that 'women are much more conscious of 
their body language and their flirting behaviour than they like to let on' (7:13:1-3). These accounts 
expand on Harris et al.'s (1995) finding that rhetoric which emphasises the 'subtle' strategies that 
women apparently use to entice men is one way that me/7 justify 'hitting on women thai assigns 
responsibility to her... and emphasises the activity of women' by showing the same rhetorical 
feature in the talk of women (Harris et al. . 1995, p. 179). 
Interestingly, whilst heterosexual women's seduction strategies were considered more 
subtle than men's, four participants (2 men. 2 women) suggested that her attempts were likely to 
be more successful than a man's. However, this was not considered true for all women. For 
example, four people's (3 women. 1 man) re-constructions of lesbians suggested that they would 
find it as difficult to find sexual partners as heterosexual men 'because there's not much choice, 
[so] if someone was interested then you go for it because you are not sure when your next 
opportunity is. Whereas with [heterosexual] men and women, women can afford to be more choosy 
and men can't" (3:22:22-3:23:19). Indeed, three accounts (2 women, 1 man) of what people 
thought lesbians desire in a partner served to re-construct them in similar ways to men. For 
example, one female likened lesbians to the 'new man' by suggesting that 'there's a lot more 
pressure for women to perform in bed with other women than there is for men because they have 
already deviated from the sort of social norm, you don't expect a lesbian to say 'oh my god I do not 
want you to use that prop' or whatever" (4:15:2-4:16:3). Moreover, this re-constmction of lesbians 
was anchored in 'lesbian writers in FHM [who] talk about lesbians wanting a good hard rogering 
with dildos and very sort of masculine type sex [whereas] I used to think. .. they wanted very sort of 
feminine sex. Lots of touching, stroking, caring, lots of oral that kind of thing' (7:8:12-17). Hence, in 
the absence of personal experience, media representations had over-ridden this man's 
preconceptions. 
This latter quote also reflected a tendency that was found in three other accounts (1 man, 2 
women) to label different sexual acts as masculine or feminine. Hence, various sexual behaviours 
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were re-constructed as gendered and associated with a person's sexual preference. For example, 
one man reproduced the reconstruction of heterosexuaJ men as emotionally detached from sex that 
was highlighted previously when he was asked what he thought homosexual men want from a 
partner. Here he argued that 'it would be great to be gay ... because they wouldn't mind if you 
cheat on them. You could go out and shag who you like, you could finish sex and roll over and 
watch the cricket and they wouldn't be bothered about it at all' (7:11:5-8). Hence, some people 
associated more aggressive, less emotional sexual acts with men and lesbians compared to 
heterosexual women. Whilst this would suggest that ordinary people endorse Jeffreys' (1990) belief 
that lesbian relationships are a recreation of heterosexual subject positions, it also suggests that 
this endorsement may not necessarily extend to male homosexual relationships. 
Indeed, whilst lesbians were expected to have to make more effort to obtain and keep a 
sexual partner, in heterosexual relationships it was the man who was expected to make the effort 
because heterosexual women could afford to be 'more choosy'. Conversely, homosexual men 
were considered to have the easiest task of all because, just as re-constructions of men as sexual 
predators underpinned the belief that male victims would be treated unsympathetically, they also 
enabled the assumption that gay men could make less effort t)ecause sex would take precedence 
over emotions for both partners. 
When examining the data for examples of the strategies people said they engaged in to 
obtain sex. particular attention w a s paid to people's replies when asked what they would do if their 
partner initially rejected their sexual advances. Here, their responses fell into one of three 
categories: 'paying for sex*; 'do unto others as you would have them do unto you'; and 'get laid or 
get even'. For example, two participants (1 woman, 1 man) said 'you have to make the pay-off to 
get what you w a n f by "sweet-talking" them, offering them ' a massage" or a "nice meal' (e.g. 1: 
22:8-15). Three (2 men, 1 woman) said they would stop immediately t)ecause "she won't be 
enjoying it if she doesn't want to do it' (10:7:5-6) or "because I'd expect him to do exactly the same 
for me' (2:16:2). Whereas, three women and one male said that they might start off by trying to 
seduce their partner nicely, but would eventually get upset if this tactic was not successful. 
Sex differences were also found in the justifications people provided for getting upset. For 
example, women suggested that they would see this as a rejection or some reflection of how much 
their partner found them attractive because "everyone assumes that men always want sex, so if 
you go to a man v/ho doesn't you're like oh there must be something really wrong with me" (3:28:7-
9). Conversely, one man argued that he saw sex as a reciprocal arrangement. Hence, he would 
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threaten to refuse his partner sex the next time she wanted it (Extract 13). Moreover, by 
constructing their partners in terms of how much they should want sex, and comparing their tactics 
to those which they considered less acceptable, these participants felt justified in sulking. 
demanding to know what was wrong with them or threatening to refuse sex in the future. Hence, a 
certain amount of coercion, pleasant or othen/^se, was again re-constructed as normative and 
acceptable by some heterosexuals, with no evidence to suggest that people had the same 
expectations of homosexual relationships. 
Extract 13: 
8:10:16 Tell them 
8:10:17 the>''re not getting any next time either... 
8.10.21 1 suppose you could keep on 
8.10.22 going and they're just going to get it o\'er with, but 1 don't think it 
8.11.1 should be like that 
To summarise, participants suggested that women's greater sexual freedom had replaced 
the pressure and fears associated with traditional male-dominant, female-passive subject positions 
with increased pressure on heterosexual men to be more sexually considerate. Hence, whilst it 
may be easier for contemporary men to obtain a sexual partner, when they do, contemporary 
women were thought to be more sexually demanding than their foremothers, and this could 
undenmine some men's confidence. However, (heterosexual) 'good women' were still expected to 
resist men's advances, with several coercive tactics to seduce them re-constructed as normative 
and acceptable. Moreover, forcing a woman into having sex she did not want was not considered 
the same as rape because it is a common occurrence on nights out and because re-constructions 
of women sometimes enjoying being sexually overpowered by men were reinforced by media 
representations and people's own experiences. Here, women were re-constructed as the reluctant 
objects of men's greater libido because her reputation depended on being seen to resist, rather 
than because women want sex less than men. Hence, the dominant view was that the sexual 
subject positions of women and men had not changed as much as the media publicised. 
In addition, (homosexual and heterosexual) men were re-constructed as always 'on the 
prowl" (2:12:19) to "get it while they can ' (3:23:25). Hence, men were expected always to consent 
to sex. Consequently, men who resisted a woman's advances were subjected to a range of 
undesirable responses. Cleariy, this has important implications for the 'secondary victimisation' 
experienced by survivors of female-perpetrated male rape. Therefore, the next section discusses 
people's reactions to a rape scenario, where initially participants were only told that the victim was 
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male to examine whether the lack of sympathy shown to men who are coerced into unwanted sex 
in a normative situation would extend to a scenario that w a s introduced a s a c a s e of rape. 
4.3.3 Understandings of rape 
Before reading the vignette, participants were told that it comprised a male victim's account 
of hrs rape experience and asked if they were happy to read it. Having given their consent and a s 
much time as they needed, they were then asked to describe the event they had imagined whilst 
they were reading. The vignette comprised the survivor's account that introduced this thesis, of 
how, after a night out with friends, he had been pushed down on the grass and raped by someone 
he had met eariier that evening. However, despite being told the victim was male, three participants 
(1 female, 2 male) said they imagined a female victim because "you automatically think woman 
because you think powerless, defenceless, can't do anything about it. whereas you would just 
assume that men can easily just push people away" (3:30:7-9). Hence, (for some) constructions of 
men as powerful and dominant and women as poweriess and passive had over-ridden the 
information regarding the victim's sex. 
Indeed, these gender-related constructions were also reflected in the accounts of seven 
participants (4 men, 3 women) who assumed the attacker was a male or males because "women 
just don't do that sort of thing' (7:18:11-12). Moreover, their re-constructions of the perpetrator 
were anchored in male rape myths and patriarchal representations of men and women that 
excluded the possibility of a woman raping a man. For example, when explaining why they 
assumed the attacker was male three people (1 woman. 2 men) argued that it is impossible to 
arouse a man without his consent, five (3 women. 2 men) suggested that a woman could not 
overpower a man. and six (3 women, 3 men) said that a man would be able to defend himself 
against a woman in some way (see Extract 14). Hence, the findings supported past research by 
showing that it is the intemalisation of culturally-held rape myths that support and enable the 
derogation of male as well as female rape victims (Burt, 1980; 1998; Mezey. 1993; Sarrel & 
Masters, 1982; Scully, 1990; Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1992). 
Extract 14: 
8.12.4 Fm presuming it was a man because I mean it said he was lying there 
8.12.5 on the ground and he was towering over him and he said he couldn't 
8.12.6 fight them off. He*d be able to fight off a female obviously, physically. 
Of the two (women) who initially said that they pictured a female assailant, one said that 
she did so as a "defensive thing' against "the obvious conclusion' (that the assailant was a gay 
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man) in an attempt to 'defend gay people" (3:34:16-17). Whilst this may have been a consequence 
of the interview context, it is interesting to note that this participant had said she had pictured a 
female assailant rather than align herself with what she thought 'others* would think. Again, this 
provided support for S R C ' s suggestion that people's need for a positive self-identity (in this case 
one that rejects heterosexist assumptions) influences the way that people re-construct events. 
Moreover, it supported Potter and Edwards (1999) suggestion that researchers need to 
acknowledge that participants are 'doing an intenflew' and therefore attend to the action orientation 
of their language. 
The other woman who initially suggested the assailant was female said she did so because 
she assumed the victim was heterosexual. However, upon realising that she had no basis for this 
assumption she then drew on the portrayal of a male rape scene that had been recently televised, 
and concluded 'it probably was a bloke in the light of all the Hollyoaks and blokes getting raped 
thing" (1:25:21-22). Again, this provides support for S R C by evidencing the feedback loop between 
people's attributions and their re-constructions. 
Five participants' (3 women, 2 men) re-constructions were anchored in media accounts 
(Hollyoaks, films and magazines), with three people mentioning Hollyoaks as the main source of 
their knowledge about male rape. Furthermore, when they were asked how they thought the victim 
might have felt about his experience, all of these participants unresen/edly drew on media 
representations to suggest 'similar feelings to the ones the guy on Hollyoaks was feeling' (4:24:6). 
Again this suggests that people are more likely to 'use' media representations rather than 'mention' 
them in the absence of any personal experience. 
Despite their lack of personal experience of mate victimisation however, all participants 
were able to give detailed descriptions of the rapist/s they had pictured, and these reflected beliefs 
concerning rapists and their motives to offend that have been reported elsewhere (see Lea et al., 
2003). These were that rape is driven by the need for sexual gratification, and that rapists are 
deviants who cannot form normal relationships. Indeed, three people (2 women, 1 man) 
reconstructed men who rape men a s 'the same sort of person who would rape a girt or a child. It's 
just their own taste whether they want men or women, or whether they want children" (2:19:14-16). 
Hence, one man concluded that a woman would not rape a man because "I can't actually see how 
she would actually get any physical pleasure or physical stimulation out of raping a man. whereas if 
it's a bloke, he shoots his load and he's happy" (7:18:18-20). These conclusions were further 
supported by the rape myth expressed by four participants: that a man cannot be aroused without 
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his consent (Stojckman^ohnson & Stoickman-Johnson, 1992). Therefore, the only way 
interviewees could see how a woman could rape a man would be with ' a foreign object' (2:19:9) 
such as a 'strap-on" (6:10:6), v^rhich they believed would make it impossible for her to achieve 
orgasm. Hence, male rape was re-constructed a s an act of anal penetration that v /as motivated by 
sex rather than for power. 
Such re-constructions were also coupled to other rape myths, such as male victimisation 
outside of institutions is a purely homosexual phenomenon and male rape mostly occurs within all-
male institutions (Groth & Burgess. 1980; Hodge & Canter. 1998) (see Extract 14). Hence, ffve 
participants (3 men, 2 women) re-constructed the perpetrator as a repressed homosexual or 
bisexual male by arguing, ' a lot of gay male rape is by people who don't exhibit that in their normal 
lifestyle which is why they have to go and rape gay people' (4:27:6-7). Indeed, the woman v^ rho had 
identified the perpetrator as female to avoid 'the obvious conclusion', later suggested that male 
rape is one way that men who are uncertain about their sexuality go about 'trying to find out if they 
are g a / (3:34:28-29). More worryingly, four participants (2 men. 2 women) constructed the 
scenario as a gay date rape that 'turned nasty" (5:22:4), which was apparent in the suggestion that 
the victim is "a gay fella who's pulled someone then decided he didn't want to' (7:15:3-4). This 
reconstruction enables some responsibility to be placed with the (reconstnjcted as gay) victim, with 
two people (1 man. 1 woman) questioning whether the victim consented or not. Such findings (that 
rapists can be identified a s gay and that rape occurs between men on a date) are of concern 
because it leaves (heterosexual) men mentally unprepared and unguarded to the risks of being 
raped in the community by heterosexuals (Extract 15). 
Extract 15: 
7:14:11 maylw if you were sent to prison or 
7.14.12 joined the army or all twys school you could sort of expect it a bit more, 
7.14.13 but just going out for a night with your mates, you may 
7.14.14 think you might get your head kicked in, 
7.14.15 but not getting raped. 
In addition, the belief that people who rape men are homosexuals also enabled participants 
to separate this group of sex offenders from the rest of the population and infer that they are easily 
identified. Indeed, six participants (4 men, 2 women) distinguished the rapist from 'normal' men by 
suggesting that the perpetrators of male rape embody some kind of psychological or social deficit 
(Extract 16). In other words, they were re-constructed as 'fucked up, hostile, nasty" (7:16:10) "sick" 
(2:19:14; 8:12:14) 'weirdos who have never been involved, never known what it was like to love 
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someone, are dead frustrated" (5:22:20-5:23:6), and 'more homophobic than people who are quite 
happy with their sexuality" (7:16:20-21). 
Extract 16: 
10:9:10 Mm, [the rapists] probably doesn't- never had sex in a proper relationship I 
10:9:11 wouldn't haw thought. Maybe sexually depri\'ed throughout his life. 
10:9:12 FVobably a bit of a recluse. Maybe nex-er got on uith people in his youth... 
This is important because accounts that reconstruct sex offenders as abnormal reduce the 
prevalence of sexual offending in people's minds and ignore the fact that the vast majority of rapes 
are perpetrated by people that are known to, and often initially liked by. their victim. Instead, 
people's re-constructions imply that rapists can be identified according to stereotypes that 
distinguish them from the 'normal' people, and because rapists are deviant from the norm, they are 
considered rare (cf. Lea et al., 2003). 
Indeed, such w a s the strength of these re-constructions that most participants were 
shocked to learn that the rapist vras a woman, and made attempts to match her with their re-
constructions of rapists by attributing masculine qualities to her. For example, one woman asked if 
she was'real ly muscley" (2:22:10), whilst other participjants described her as "quite butch with quite 
wide legs' (3:33:12-13) o ra female 'sumo wrestler" (8:12:22). Similariy, some people asked if the 
victim had been 'small or really drunk' (2:22:11-12) or a 'pansy who couldn't defend himseir 
(4:24:13) and imagined that a female would have to use ' a broken bottle or knife" (7:17:14-15) 
because othenA^ise the victim should be able to 'stop them' (8:11:22). Hence, one of the 
intervening conditions for this disbelief was an inability to understand how a woman could 
overpower a man. Again, this served to place responsibility with the male victim, and re-
constructed female rapists as deviant cases. One of the most worrying consequences of this was 
that eight participants (4 women, 4 men) suggested that the man would be 'more embarrassed 
than upset because it would be like how did you let the weaker sex do that to you" (2:21:19-20). 
Hence, participants also concluded that it would be harder for the victim of female-perpetrated male 
rape to report their assault than if a man had raped them (Extract 17). 
Extract 17: 
4.28.4 the one with the woman would be really hard to 
4.28.5 talk about because it's being admitted, admitting that you ha\'e let a 
4.28.6 woman like rape you [laughs] which is se\'erely like stigmatised... 
4.28.8 Howev-CT, 1 think you can 
4.28.9 make excuses for it if it's a bloke because you can say *he was big' or 'he 
4.28.10 had control over me' or'it happened when I was a kid'. 
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Of particular concern however, was the suggestion that, if the victim did tell anyone, peopie 
would consider it ' a bit of a joke" (5:24:5) and "find it harder to give as much sympathy to a guy 
who has been raped by a woman, whether he is gay or not. as a guy or a woman v/ho has been 
raped by a guy" (7:18:4-6). Hence, the data revealed another double standard in relation to the way 
that male and female survivors of heterosexual rape are treated, which confirms the fears of many 
male survivors and maintains a climate that discourages male victims from reporting their 
experiences or seeking help (see Mezey, 1993). 
Conversely, the perpetrator-victim dyad that participants displayed most sympathy about 
w a s the male-perpetrated rape of a heterosexual man because ' a s well a s your txxJy you might 
have been raped you might have had your sexuality being raped. [Whereas] just being physically 
raped for a woman, unless she's a virgin, she's used to having sex that way with consent, and it's 
not so much of a dent to her male ego" (7:15:24-29). Hence, rape that was perpetrated by 
someone who was against a victim's normal sexual preference or involved sexual acts that s/he 
would not normally engage in was considered harder on the victim than rape that fitted the victim's 
sexual preference. Therefore, when asked whether it would be harder on a gay man to be raped by 
a woman than a heterosexual man, one participant concluded that 'it would depend on the extent 
of his gayness" (7:17:25-26). Hence, it would appear that a victim's sexuality and gender are 
implicated in the treatment of male and female rape victims. 
4.4 D i s c u s s i o n 
This study revealed various re-constructions that served to maintain patriarchy, with double 
standards in men and women's lived experiences emerging as the dominant theme. For example, 
the suggestion that women's lives had improved because they more closely resembled that of men 
served to position men's subject positions and status as more desirable than women's are. 
Moreover, this research supported that of Jackson and Cram (2003) and Lees (1997) by showing 
that double standards in the way that men and women are labelled for the same behaviours served 
to discourage emancipatory behaviours (in both sexes) and maintain traditional sexual subject 
positions and GRIs . 
Indeed, such was the omnipresence of patriarchy that it was apparent in the ideological 
dilemmas that came to the fore as people argued against inequalities between men and women. 
However, these findings also showed that people have some agency in whether or not they adopt 
the social representations that are available to them. Hence, people sometimes re-constructed the 
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changes in men and women's subject positions as a figment of the media's imagination rather than 
something experienced in people's everyday lives. Therefore, people are not just "masters and 
slaves of language' (Barthes, 1982. as cited in Billig, 1991. p. 8), txit would also appear to be 
masters and slaves of their representations. In this way, Moscovid's (1984a) assertion regarding 
the irresistibility of the representations disseminated by the media was undermined. 
Instead, people's re-constructions tended to draw on their own personal experience and 
the information they had gained from significant others (e.g. parents), and only relied on media 
representations in the absence of any such alternative sources. However, this was mediated by the 
finding that people's willingness to express behaviour that reflected alternative representations 
depended on their group's tolerance for divergence (Breakwell. 1993). For example, the assertion 
that some behaviour would be acceptable in some situations was seen to be related to group 
membership in the sense that participants believed that more educated, wealthier people would be 
more tolerant of behaviour that diverged from traditional G R I s than poorer, less educated people. 
Hence, support was again provided for the theory of social re-constructionism proposed in Chapter 
3. Perhaps more importantly however, these findings suggest that, whilst people have more 
freedom and agency in whether they adopt the social representations that are available than S R T 
implies, this freedom is still constrained by contextual factors. Sadly, one consequence of this is 
that contemporary men and women feel less emancipated than popular media representations 
suggest, with further work still needed to find ways to remove the double standards in people's 
lives. 
In addition, internalisation of representations of men as sexual predators and women as 
reluctant recipients enabled a certain amount of coercion by men to obtain sex from women to be 
reconstructed as normative. Conversely, women who were considered too sexually 
active/dominant were judged negatively by others, the media and themselves, and there was some 
concern that shifts in the balance of sexual power gave women the potential to be somewhat 
abusive. Indeed, people's avt^reness of. and anxiety about, having sex with a reluctant partner 
were anchored in media representations of date rape, v/ith the responsibility mainly placed on 
women to make their refusal clear and ensure that their male partners were comfortable with them 
being sexually dominant. Hence, the data undermined the suggestion that media representations of 
rape desensitise people to the issues, and extended Harris et al.'s (1995) work with South African 
men by showing how arguments in British men and women's talk absolve men of responsibility and 
position women as complicit in their own abuse. 
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Despite people's concerns that sexual confidence in women could be abusive to men, re-
constructions of male rape between heterosexual partners also reflected a double standard. Here, 
previous constructions of men a s sexual predators enabled unsympathetic and derogatory re-
constructions of men who fell prey to the unwanted advances of women. However, clear lines were 
dravw between rape and normative sex by drawing on repr^nta t ions of rapists that enabled them 
to be distinguished from 'normal' people. For example, people drew on rape myths and attributed 
masculine qualities to female rapists in much the same way as emancipated women were re-
constructed as caricatures of men. However, most people's accounts negated the possibility of 
female perpetrators because male rape was regarded as an act of anal penetration that was 
motivated by the rapist's need for sexual gratification (cf. L e a et al., 2003). Hence, the data again 
supported past research (e.g. Hodge & Canter, 1998) by showing how most people re-constructed 
the perpetrators of male rape a s repressed homosexuals, whose victims were thought to be 
weaker (and perhaps 'more gay') than 'normal' (heterosexual) men. 
Linked to this was the belief that rapes that are the most harmful for victims are those that 
go against the victim's own sexual preference. Hence, this study also supported the findings of 
Ford et al. (1998), Mitchell et al. (1999), Smith et al. (1988), and White and Robinson (2002) in that 
people displayed the most sympathy for vidims where the rapist's sex is incongruent with the 
victim's sexuality (e.g. the male-perpetrated rape of a heterosexual man). One consequence of this 
was that people regarded a heterosexual man who is raped by a female as an object of ridicule 
because men should a) always want sex. and b) be able to fight off any unwanted advances. 
Hence, traditional male-dominant, female-passive G R I s and re-constructions of rape a s a sexually 
motivated crime enabled people to question the motives and ability of a woman to commit such an 
act, and suggest that men would be more embarrassed than upset to be raped by a woman. In this 
way. 'double standards" emerged as the core theme that supported and enabled the derogation of 
both men and women in relation to their domestic roles, sexual initiation, promiscuity and the power 
relations in sexual encounters, as well as judgements regarding those wUo transgress the 
boundaries of consent. 
The conclusions drawn from this study however, are based on 'hearsay* evidence obtained 
from nine exploratory interviews, when participants' conjectured about what 'society' thinks about 
rape. Hence, generalising any findings to wider populations is clearly problematic. Instead, this 
exploratory study provided information that informed the design of two further studies. The first 
involved a discursive study (see Chapter 5) that focused on the origins of people's re-constructions 
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of male- and female-peipetrated rape by examining newspaper coverage of a gang rape case that 
involved a female as well as male defendants. Hence, the aim of this study was to determine 
whether media representations reflect the same re-constructive elements that were found here 
(e.g. masculinising female, and excusing male, perpetrators). The second study (pr^ented in 
Chapter 6) sought to overcome the limited genefalisability of these interviews by conducting an 
experiment to investigate the content and degree of consensus, in people's re-constructions of 
different perpetrator-victim rapes, and whether a larger sample would show more sympathy for 
victims raped by perpetrators incongruent with their sexuality. 
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Reconstructing social representations: A critical 
discourse analysis of newspaper coverage of male and 
female rapists 
5.1 Rationale 
Ideology has been defined a s 'knowledge in the service of power" (Burr. 1995, p.82) that is 
"dilemmatic" because it always contains a counter-discourse within it (Billig et al., 1988, p. 2). 
Therefore, patriarchy refers to knowledge/discourses that support white upper- and middle-class 
men's position by representing them as superior to other groups (see Merchant, 1980; Turner, 
1987, Wilkinson & Kitzinger, 1995), and ' a s sexual actors, in charge of heterosexual relations, 
while women are represented as inferior, relatively passive partners" (Gavey, 1996. p. 53). Hence, 
the previous chapter provided some evidence to support the feminist suggestion that people's 
notions of, and reactions to. rape are embedded in the wider context of social attitudes about 
gender roles and patterns of courtship that are inherent to, and maintain, patriarchy (see Gavey, 
1996; Krahfe, 1991). However, Chapter 4 left the question of how ideology is conveyed to people, 
such that it becomes a part of their re-constructions of female rapists, largely unanswered because 
interviewees said they were unaware of any instances of female-perpetrated rape. Therefore, the 
aim of the study presented here was to elucidate the relationships between ideology, social 
representations and people's communicated re-constructions further. 
Moscovici's (1984a) theory of social representations (SRT) argued that social 
representations originate from the theories of science to become part of common sense, and 
eventually ideologies, through three phases. Initially, the scientific phase s e e s a new scientific 
theory emerge. During the representation phase this theory is disseminated to sufficient numbers 
to become a social representation. Finally, the ideological phase s e e s the social representation 
adopted by a group or institution such that common sense is endowed with scientifically derived 
credibility and thus, represents an ideology. 
However, Chapter 2 argued that S R T s treatment of ideology has been vague and 
contradictory, leaving the relationships between social representations, common sense, science 
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and ideology in need of clarification (Jahoda. 1988). Moreover, the theory of social re-
constructionism ( S R C ) proposed in Chapter 3. and the evidence provided in Chapter 4. argued 
against several of S R T s tenets. For example, S R C suggests that science is not the only source of 
social representations and ideological beliefs, and that the only distinction between ' l a / and 
'expert* thinkers is the degree of credibility and value that is associated vAih their knowledge 
claims. Hence, the information that becomes social representations can originate in other influential 
sources (e.g. religious leaders, politicians, significant others/role models). Furthermore, the 
relationships between S R T s three phases are not linear, but reciprocal. Hence, the problem facing 
researchers is to identify and separate a person's re-constructions into its individual, social and 
ideological components. 
In terms of identifying the ideological component, it has been suggested that knowledge 
and understanding are social processes that are disseminated through social institutions, cultural 
traditions and interpersonal interactions (Billig et at., 1988; Burr. 1995). Those that eventually 
become part of common sense are linked to the dominant ideologies of a given culture to comprise 
a 'consensual' view (Negrine, 1991). Moreover, the dominant institution that constructs and 
disseminates such knowledge in modern societies is said to be the media (Fowler, 1991; Hall, 
1978; Hay, 1996; van Dijk, 1988b). Consequently, van Dijk (1988a) argued that one way to identify 
the ideology that is being served by a particular construction is to examine the rhetorical features of 
media discourse. A fuller explanation of van Dijk's argument is presented later. However, the main 
thnjst is that newspaper articles are a major source of ideology (cf. Michels, 1911; Wright Mills. 
1959), and that this can be deconstmcted using critical news discourse analysis (CNDA). Hence, 
this study analysed the rhetorical features of newspaper coverage of a gang rape involving a 
female perpetrator. 
Indeed, both S R T and S R C argue that people's re-constnjctions of the worid are greatly 
informed by representations/constructions disseminated by the media, which was partially 
confirmed in the previous chapter. However, Chapter 4's findings also showed that people have 
some agency in whether or not they adopt representations made available by the media. Indeed, 
interviewees' re-constructions tended to draw on their own personal experience and information 
gleaned from significant others (e.g. parents, friends), and were mainly anchored to media 
representations in the absence of any such altemative sources. Hence, science was questioned as 
the only source of social representations, and the assertion that people blindly accept social 
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representations was rejected in favour of S R C ' s emphasis on individual, as well as social, 
influences. 
It cannot be said however, that representations made available t)y significant others are not 
originally gained from the media or the theories of science. Indeed, for sufficient numtters to 
endorse a particular construction of the worid for it to be passed on by significant others, that 
construction must fird be made available. Here. S R C concurred with Moscovici (1984a) and van 
Oijk*s (1988b) suggestion that the principal means by vA\ich large groups in modem societies learn 
about events in the worid is through the media. However, in keeping with the assertions that 
science is not the only source of social representations, and that individuals also play a role, S R C 
suggests that the theories on which people's social re-constructions are based (e.g. that female 
rapists are more masculine than non-offending women) could also originate in theories developed 
by the media. In other words, it is possible that members of the media add their own twist to the 
theories of science, such that partial or imperfect versions are possible (Good, 1993; Partner, 1987), 
or privilege certain theories over others in ways that serve an ideological function. Hence, this 
study examined media representations of male and female rapists and the ideological functions 
and attributions they facilitated, whilst also attending to the source of the information contained in 
them. 
An examination of media representations of rape was also important because interviewees 
'mentioned' media representations of contemporary men and women's subject positions, even as 
they were refuting them. In other words, they were something that people negotiated as they 
voiced their understandings of the topics being discussed. Therefore, whilst people may appear to 
have some agency in whether they endorse the media's version of the world, media 
representations were still apparent in their verbal re-constructions, inasmuch as people reproduced 
them in their talk whilst arguing against them. In this way. they are dilemmatic and thus conform to 
Billig et al. 's (1988) definition of ideology. Hence, the force with which media representations bear 
down on people may not be as irresistible as Moscovici implied, but do appear to have an 
omnipresent character that cannot be completely ignored. 
This is easier to understand if ideologies and media/social representations are seen as 
distinct, yet connected entities as Jahoda (1988) and S R C argued. In other words, it is the 
dominant ideologies embedded in media representations that impose themselves on people's 
thinking much more irresistibly than media representations per se , because even as interviewees 
argued against the veridicality of some media representations, and voiced disapproval of the 
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inequalities between men and women, they often did so in ways that maintained patriarchy. 
Moreover, the reciprocal relationship between ideologies and media representations means that 
ideologies, such as patriarchy, may inform the selection of rape cases that get reported by the 
media, and the way that people then go on to assimilate that information. For example, patriarchal 
rape myths, and the absence of media coverage of female-perpetrated male rape, were used by 
some interviewees to question the validity of the victim's experiences, and thus provided a context 
that could make it difficult to convict female perpetrators. Hence, this study investigated whether 
the content of interviewees' re-constructions was also reflected in media accounts. 
The deconstruction of media representations was also important because Chapter 4 
suggested that rather than desensitising people to rape Issues, media coverage had made a few 
interviewees hypersensitive to the dangers of date rape and false rape allegations. Moreover, the 
influence of patriarchy facilitated re-constructions that drew on media accounts in ways that served 
to absolve male aggressors of responsibility and position them as the potential victims (of false 
allegations), v/hilst placing responsibility for rape prevention v\^ th women. Indeed, questions 
regarding the motives of a female rapist, and suggestions that men would be more embarrassed 
than upset to be raped by a woman, were also made possible by being anchored to patriarchal 
representations of male-dominant, female-passive subject positions and the rape myth that rape is 
a sexually motivated crime. Hence, in an effort to make sense of the unfamiliar (female-perpetrated 
male rape), some participants attributed masculine qualities to the female rapist, and imagined the 
victim as female despite being told he was male. However, while interviewees clearly anchored 
their re-const ructions of the effects of rape on male victims in media portrayals, there was no 
explicit evidence to suggest where their re-constructions of female rapists (as hyper-masculine) 
originated. Indeed, all of the participants said that they were unaware of the existence of female 
rapists. 
In attempting to identify the possible origins of these re-constructions it was noted that 
interviewees' re-constructions were more readily anchored to media accounts when they had no 
personal experience to draw from. For example, when asked how male rape victims might feel, 
several participants unreservedly drew on a male rape scene depicted In a popular soap opera to 
support their re-constructions of the victim's feelings, with no evidence of the validity of this 
depiction being questioned. Whilst there was no hard evidence that the reconstructions of these 
interviewees originated in the media, it suggests a possible link between the two. Therefore, a s the 
participants said they had no personal experience of female rapists, it made sense to examine 
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media representations of a female-perpetrated rape to confirm or refute this as a potential source 
of the re-constnjctive features of female rapists that were found. Moreover, by comparing 
newspaper representations of a female and several males accused of gang-raping a lone female, 
this study could determine whether double standards in the way that men and women are labelled 
for the same normative sexual practices (found in the previous study) would extend to illegal sexual 
practices in the discourse of people whose Job it ts to present the worid with 'factual' news. 
However, different papers are known to represent the interests of different political parties, and 
therefore the ideological features of the text may reflect a particular newspaper's editorial stance. 
Hence, a critical news discourse analysis (CNDA) of two newspapers' coverage" of a gang rape 
was conducted to determine whether the ideologies served by each paper's constructions were a 
reflection of their individual editorial stance or something more global and dominant within society. 
5.1.1 Summary of goa ls , orientation and research quest ions to be addressed 
The goal of this study was to elucidate the relationships between ideology, social representations 
and the communicated re-constructions of Study I 's interviewees further. More specifically, a 
critical discourse analysis was applied to the Guardian and Telegraph's coverage of a rape case 
where a female and two males stood accused of raping a woman to determine the ideology/ies and 
concurrent attributions that were privileged by the constructions that were made available. To test 
S R C ' s assertion that science is not the only source of people's reconstructions, the alleged source 
of the versions provided by each paper was also examined. The content of interviewees' 
reconstructions and the newspapers" constructions were also compared so that S R C ' s assertion 
that people bring their own influence to bear on the reconstructions they emit could be examined, 
and determine whether the content of interviewees' re-constructions of male and female rapists 
was also reflected in media accounts. However, coming from a position of politically-informed 
relativity, it is also acknowledged that analysis was directed by the results of the previous study, 
whereby evidence of patriarchy and the sexist double standards it facilitates may have been 
privileged over alternative interpretations. 
U is acknowledged thai ncu-spapcr accounts will rcprescnl a small sample of the rapes that arc reported to 
ix)lice (which in turn represent a small pcrcaitagc of actual rapes) and uill have been selected for their 
'newsworthy' elements. 
Chapter 5: Reconstructing social represent a I ions 112 
5.2 Method 
5.2.1 Select ion of data c o r p u s 
Bfoadslieet neswspaper articles have been shown to sefve an ideological function by 
providing a particular framework for interpreting what is to follow (Van Dijk, 1998b). Whilst other 
forms of media (e.g. teleyisioii, tabioid newspapets atvj magazines) may leach larger audiences 
within populations, it was essential that the material selected was globally available to both the 
Internet sample who participated ii! the study presented in Chapter 6, and the British interviewees" 
from the previous study so that the author could be certain that the constructions revealed through 
analysis could be said to conipiise part of liie cultural 'soup' of social representations that 
participants from Studies 1 and 3 could draw on when making their attritxjtions. This was deemed 
importaiU in terms of explaining and extrapolating findings between studies* that exaniined the 
constructions of people from different countries. Based on this, the Guardian and the Daily 
Telegraph were chosen tiecause each offered an Internet database of articles identical to their 
hardcopy versions, and are known to represent the vievre of different political parties. 
The Guardian's database covered ail articles appearing in the Guaidian and 
the Observer since September 1998, whilst the Telegraph's dated back to January 1996. 'The 
Ladbroke Grove case' (see Appeixiix Gi foi a case sun^mafy), was eventually selected from a lolai 
corpus of 2375 articles attout rape in the Guardian and 477 articles in the Daily Telegraph t>ec5u5e. 
wliilst the majoiity of the defendants were male, this case led to the convictioti of the youngest 
woman rapist involved in a British incident: Claire Marsh*^. In this instance, the Guardian's 
database provided nine aitieles written ovei several months cofiipared with seven ailicles taken 
from the Telegraph (see Appendix Bii). Hence, the corpus comprised each paper's total coverage 
oi the case. 
The rtietorical features selected for analysis were mainly taken from van Dijk's (1989) 
CNDA, Edwards and Potter's (1SS2) discuisive action model (DAM) and Fang's (1994, 2001) 
deconstruction of news media. As DAM was developed to 'alleviate some of the reduGlionistic and 
individuaiislic tendencies of coynitivism and lake a much more functional, naturalistic approach" to 
li is iToi being suggesied uhai panicipaiiis did scad Lhc newspaper anicles in question, jusi U>.ai Lhe 
infonnalion in tliese articles was a\'ailable U> people in Uie countries Uiese participants belonged to, and 
tlieieToie had tlio uecessaiy pie-iequisites to become sc-oial lepiesentatioiis foi these populations. 
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attribution research (Edwards & Potter, 1992. p. 156). this seemed the most appropriate framework 
fOf ovefcomifty riicffiy of tfte (nelfiodo/ogica! issues raised it) Chapters 2 and 3. DAM piovideti a 
framework for identifying the way that events are constructed in ways that manage the 
acco ' jMlabiiity of (he actors being talked about as well as Ute dilemma of stake or interest of the 
speaker (Edwards & Potter. 1992) by examining the way that category entitlements, vivid 
dt^ciiplion, naiiative. argument, coiroboration arid contrastirig infoimation facilitate and privilege 
particular attributions. In addition, van Dtjk's (1989) CNDA provided a critical and systematic 
method for analysing the lir^^uislic units abo»/e w'nile accountitig for the context in wiiich articles are 
created in terms of the structural chronology of information presented and the way constructions 
are 'worked up' in succeeding articles (see Section 5.2.2). Cofiversely, Fang's (1994, 2001) 
exposition on deconstructing news texts focused analysis on the v/ay that transitive and intransitive 
sentences, labels used to describe the actors, actions and events, who and what was quoted and 
the mention of particular actors. These frameworks also lent themselves well to the research 
position presented in Chapter 3. which accepts that lesearchers can never truly reptesent reality, 
but can present their findings in a way that promotes positive social change, whilst leaving itself 
open to proper scrutiny. Hence, a description of the rhetoricai features, and the rationale for their 
selection follows, whilst acknowledging that the rhetoric used here can be no more free of the 
features of construction than the articles that were analysed. 
5.2.2 Procedure for ana lys is : Headlines, topics, themes and mlcrostructures 
Newspaper articles tend to have the same basic structure. The headline comes first, 
followed by 'the lead* (the first paragraph) and then the body of the article, which tends to expand 
On the information pio^-flded in the iieadline aivj lead. HerKe. any topical differences due to 
ideologies become apparent by an examination of a newspaper's headlines because they signal a 
particular framework for interpreting what is to follow (van Dijk, 1988a). Therefore, after repeatedly 
reading the data until their corrtent and organisation were familiar, the first stage of analysis 
focused on the headlines. 
van Dijk (1988b) also argued that a journalist/newspaper ediloi's ideological stance is 
".'Vs no cas£^ s of feniale-perpeuaied niaie rape could be found, this case involved me gang-rape of a woman 
(Delplii Newman) at m^ i^t by Giuud Union Caual ia Ladluoke Giove iii 2000. 
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reflected in the textual development of the thematic information within the hierarchical staicture of 
dr. dnicie a le.x*. aJi'J in Uttr ei i rud' j i ' jyy of aflicies (.-Of iceifli.'jy ti.'tf t£(fiie yhehOiUenOti aac»ss liirtir. 
For example, the t h e m ^ and topes of a news text earty in an article represent the most important 
Surnriiaiy of tiie meaiiiMg Of 'he senleiices Indl fofiow ii (Fdriy, 2001). Tiieiefoi*;, topics al the 
beginning of a news piece are said to be more important, high-level, (i.e. dominant) topics than 
olliei tiob-topics itvdi apptfs!! at a !ower ievei of Ihe thymatic and sequeMtiai stiuclott; because 
those topics can have a 'primacy effecf (Asch. 1946). Moreover, each article becomes part of the 
soctal coiilext tiial frames socceeo'liiy ai l icies. Tiieiefoie, tepieseiitalioMS set up in eaiiy arlicies 
are important because they infomn the construction of subsequent articles (i.e. they are worked up 
afio' (leyotialed iVi succeeo ' i f iy aiticies). Henct;, atsaiysts also a!!tfi."Jeo' io trie cinuuoioyy of 
information v/ithin and across articles. 
Fang (2001) suyyested lhat woio's in trie Lyxiy of an ai i ic ie also provide readeis wiiii cues 
for interpreting events, and influence readers' attributions concerning the actions and intentions of 
Uiose irivoivtrd ii! a news evenl. For exantpie, 'die use of transiUve and intransitive sentences (wi io 
did what to whom), the mention of certain actors, use of labels arKl category entitlements, and vivid 
deiail, aii siiape feadois' peic-eplions of news events and tiieii social lepiesenlatioiis (see Fany, 
1994, Potter & Edwards, 1992; van Dijk, 1939). Who and what gets quoted in the txxjy of an article 
is aiso (dipoftafi! bec-ause ii tair cofivt;y, aj.'d add ciedibility lo, dirfeien! niea/iiflys by aiiowiny liie 
author to take on the status of the "voices of authority" that they cite (Bell. 1991). Indeed, Appendix 
5iii biiows thai both pape»s were more likely to t^uote specific iiidividuals (e.y. Judyt; Timothy 
Pontius) and organisations (e.g. The Home Office) than non-specific organisations (e.g. police) and 
individuais (e.y. ' a seilio! deleciive"; "a former teacher of Ciaiie Marsh'), perhaps for tiiis very 
reason. Therefore, analyses focused on the chronology of the text between and within articles, the 
'voices of auiiioiiiy' tisat were quoted, a iKj the liietoric used to describe the aclois, events and 
actions (see Appendix Biv for example of memos kept during analyses), to reveal the ideological 
fonctioriS and attn'L'oiioitS ihat w e i e piivtfeyed. 
5.3 Resu l ts 
5.3.1 The headl ines 
When analysing the headlines, it became apparent that, overall, the main focus of both 
papers concerned the sole female defendant (Claire Marsii) as oppc^sed to liie males invoived in 
the ade^ed cfirne (see Table 5.3.1.1). Whilst it c^uld tje aryue*J that focusing on the only female 
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aggressor may reflect a desire to sell nwre papers by highlighting what v/as unusual atiout the 
Cast;, uilTeieiices in liitr lepoiuiiy styieS Oi e i u i pdpei levealeu deepei ideOiOyicai fuitcliuMS being 
served. Here, both newspapers described Ms Marsh as a "teenage girt' and as a V o m a n rapist', 
nowevei, ihe Guaiu'ian's rieauiiiiey iirdifiiy dtrSCiibeu i it i i as a wo inan Unuuyiiout iheii lepoi l i i iy , 
whereas the Telegraph did not use the term 'woman'' until their final artide when they described 
iiei as trie "yuui iy i is l wo inan lap is f . Tiie sigiiincaiiCt: of liitr iabels altauiied lo Ms Maisii will be 
explicated further later. However, the importance of these labels in terms of readers' attributions is 
ilial people may be more inciineu to iiOid a ' w o m a n ' lespOMsibie TOi iiei actions liiaii they would a 
'teenager'. Hence. labels that highlighted Ms Marsh's youth could have served as mitigation as 
well as o'lawiiiy leaueis ' at leni ion io w i ia l was unuSuai. Tnis iias fu i t i ie i impficalions wrien 
combined v/ith van Dijk's (1988a) assertion that information presented in the headlines prescribes 
i i te way thai SUijStrqueni infoimai ion is inteipieted. 
Table 5.3 1.1 
News headlines for the Ladbroke Grove c a s e (25 July, 2000 - 9 May, 2001) 
2000/0] The Guardian/Observer The Daily Telegraph 
25 Juiv 
i 5 Auuusi 
27 February 
Gang rapisis encouraged 
b>- vvunicn in cunui ulluck. 
Twisted sisters. Last week, a teenage 
girl was charged w illi rape. A 
shocking lone incident or a sign of 
rising woiTum-on-woman \noience? 
fno coverage) 
28 Fcbruaiy Woman on trial for gang rape. 
IR year old admitted she hit and 
held dov^ Ti 'vvoman bc^ nJe canal. 
y March Woman hit rape victim. 
! 7(a) March 'Gee:'^ girl* joins handfui of 
females coiivieted of oflfence. 
i 7(b) March Woman found guiiiy of [owpaih 
rape. 
•9 K'larch Women beware women. 
15 April Girls lead the pack in new gangland 
violence. 
9 May Woman rapist, 18, gets sev-en years. 
Woman gang raped after nighi oui. 
I no coverage) 
Teenage girl accused of assisting in 
canai rape. 
Ohl pinned doun rape victim. 
Girl admits hitting gang rape \ictim. 
R.ape gang giri was omcasi who 
longed to piove hei-self. 
Giri, iS, guiiiy of lowpaih rape. 
[no coverage] 
[no coverage] 
Youngest woman rapist gets sev^ en 
yeuii foi giuig tiliaok. 
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Other rtietoric in the headlines that s e r v ^ to unevenly emphasise Ms Marsh's agency and 
accountability were apparent in the \abe\s used to describe her adior^. For example, the 
Guardian's headlines said Ms Marsh was 'encouraging* the men involved (July 25, 2000), whilst 
the Telegraph descrioed her role as "assisting" (February 27, 2001). Hence, the Guardian's 
description positioned her as more agentic than the Telegraph's, which provided a context that 
warranted the Guardian's derogatory treatment of her in subsequent reporting. 
Additional labels used to describe Ms Marsh in the Guardian's headlines were 'twisted 
sister* (August 15, 2000) and "geezer giri" (March 17a, 2001), whilst the Telegraph called her an 
"outcast" (March 17a. 2001) and 'ycojngestwman rapist" (emphasis added). In terms of 
attributions, the labels attached to Ms Marsh in the Telegraph highlighted her vulnerability, and thus 
acted as mitigation. Convereely. the Guardian's deployment of metaphors, such a s "geezer giri" 
and as leader of "the pack" (April 15, 2001) served to construct Ms Marsh as a t)ad/deviant v/oman 
who was more masculine and 'animalistic' than ordinary women, and therefore easier to Wame. 
However, whilst very different attributions were made availatjle by these papers, bo\h served to 
distinguish her from her 'ordinary* peers (i.e. a 'Marsh a s devianf construction w a s apparent in both 
papers). As previously argued, accounts that construct sex offenders as abnormal imply that they 
can t>e distinguished from 'ordinary' people, and t>ecau3e they deviate from the 'norm', they are 
COiiSideitfU lart ; (Lea ei ai., 2003). 
In contrast, when describing Delphi Newman, the headlines of both papers simply reduced 
hei to thai o f ' i a p e victim", Uiereby consttucting hei as weak and iiefpless, and lendeiiny invisible 
her identity as a person who had successfully fought against, and escaped, her attackers. The 
impottance of contiasls between constiuctions of tiie accused and the suivivoi will be explicated 
later. The point asserted here is that contrasting latjels in the headlines served to make clear 
distinctions between tlie actors involved, and wananled subsequent infomiation because to 
represent the event successfully as rape, the claimant first had to t>e established a s a victim. 
However, in Constiuctiny Ms Newman as weak and helpless this label also served to inaii i tain and 
reproduce patriarchy by reinforcing the stereotype of women as pa^ ive , submissive sexual objects 
(Gavey. 1956). 
Indeed, when a full analysis of the total corpus had been completed, both papers 
consistently positioned Ms Maish as the central figure and worked up Uieii initial 'bad/deviant 
woman' or 'good girl gone bad' constructions, whilst Ms Newman tended to be condnjcted as a 
'victim*. Therefore, the next sections examine the ways that constructioris set up in the headlines 
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were wori<ed up in the tody of each article. Moreover, they show how differences in the reporting 
styles of each paper enabled different attributions in terms of the amount of culpability that w a s 
associated with each of the aciors involved, whilst both contained discourses that supported white 
upper- and middle-class men's position of power. This starts with an analysis of the main 
them^constructions that were identified in the Guardian's articles, followed by the Telegraph, so 
that these can be contrasted to give an overall account. 
5^ .2 The Guard ian 's reporting (see Appendix 8 i i for full articfes) 
(a) Victim a s innocent 
As previously stated, in order to construct the event as a 'legitimate/believable rape' 
(Anderson & Beattie, 2001; Krah6.1991) each paper had to establish dear perpetrator/s and a 
victim. Having placed the female suspects as agentic perpetrators (i.e. central characters) in the 
headline and lead of their first article^^ and labelling Ms Newman a "victim" in Line 4. the veracity 
of the Guardian's account was warranted in a number of w a ^ . For example, the seriousness of 
"the unprovoked and savage^^ attack" (July 25, 2000, Line 12) was worked up by directly quoting 
the detective "leading the hunt for the attackers" (Lines 8-9), who said. "Everyone who has heard 
about it is very shocked' (Lines 10-11). Here, the use of extreme case fonmulattons suggests 
agreement across vi^tnesses ("everyone"), and draws on the extreme end of judgement continuums 
(shocking) in v/ays that warranted the reporting of this particular case (Edwards & Potter, 1992). In 
addition, descriptive details pro\^ded by this detective, such as "she managed to pick herself up 
and ran home without any clothes on' (Une 7) created an impression of perceptual experience 
whilst producing "an account that attended to inter^ts without being undermined as interested" 
(Potter & Edwards, 1992. p. 158). In other words, by quoting someone else, the article's author 
provided a version that had the appearance of a disinterested factual report, f/toreover, it afforded 
this version a Voice of authority* (Bell, 1991; Jayyusi. 1984) t)ecause readers could expect the 
police officer in charge to be particularty knowledgeable, whilst the absence of any competing 
versions further established this account as factual and unproblematic. 
*° N.13. Uie firsl article was dislincl from the oUiers because Uie identities of Ihose involved were unknown. 
Underlining was added so that particular sections could be more easily referred to later. 
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In addition, use of words such a s "territrfe ordeal" (July 25. 2000, Line 10). 'set upon' 
(Line16) and 'turned on her for no apparent reason' (Line 24) and the underlined sections a l»ve, 
invoked images of a frenzied assault, which warranted constructions of the datmant a s 
'defenceless' (Line 12) against such an attack. In this v/ay, readers' attributions were directed 
towards the alleged perpetrators and away from Ms r>lewman'® Moreover, by informing readers 
that police 'do not believe she knew any of them' (Line 21) nor know 'why they did this to h e r 
(Line 32), Ms Newman was constructed as passive ' a s she walked home after a night ou1 in the 
neightx)urhood' (Lines 16-17). rather than someone who might have been agentic in her own 
assault. 
Including other information that conformed to the classic/ljelievable rape script further 
negotiated Ms Newman's culpability and status as a 'vidim'. For example, research has shown that 
people are more likely to believe a rape daim when the assault is outdoors, sudden, unprovoked 
and sufficiently brutal to result in psychoJogical and physical injury, the rapist(s) is/are unknown to 
the vidim, and the vidim has a legitimate reason for being where she v/as at the time of the assault 
(Anderson & Beattie, 2001; Krah6, 1391). Hence, by describing Ms Newman as 'badly shaken and 
[...]^® getting the medical attention and emotional support that she needs' (July 25. 2000, Lines 33-
34) and 'too distressed lo give descriptions of the attackers' (Lines 35-36) and that she did not 
know her attackers, the article's author worked up their construdions of the event a s a 
legitimate/believable rape and Ms Newman as its victim. However, by construding her as an 
authentic 'vidim' in ways that served to underplay her bravery and successful escape, patriarchy 
wQs again maintained by reproducing the stereotype of women as passive and weak (Gavey. 
1996). 
Other rhetorical features that worked up conslrudions of Ms Newman as an 'innocent 
vidim' were apparent in later articles. For example, the position of contrasting information in an 
artide published the day after the defendants were convided enabled comparisons between the 
group and Ms Newman that again fadlitated tHame being placed v/ith the defendants. Here. Ms 
Newman's pre-attack behaviour was described as a "pleasant evening... drinking in the sunshine 
of Ladbroke Grove with friends' (March 17b, 2001, Lines 29-30), whilst she was described as "a 
ll is in no way being suggested that Ms Nc\%Tnan's cbims were in an>' way false, it is simply being asserted 
that this was one way that blame and responsibilil>' were negotiated within the text. 
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professional who is now eight months pregnant though not as a result of the rape* (Lines 31-32). 
In contrast, the defendants were desaitied as 'the Drayford Crew - a gang of teenagers, some a s 
young as 12, who spent their days playing truant, 'smoking pot and getting laid" [...J'twrrowing' 
mopeds (...] to drive around the area's estates' (Lines 40-43). Hence, Ms Newman was 
constructed as a 'professional' whose pregnancy w a s described in a v/ay tfiat negotiated the 
supposition that she might have decided to keep a child conceived out of rape, whilst her 
a ^ r e s s o r s were constructed as "a band of thieves who ten-orised the local estates' (Line 45-46). 
Conversely, the information provided about the defendants highlighted a history of undesirable 
behaviour. Indeed, the name, 'the Drayford Crew* works up this construction by invoking images of 
a cohesive gang, v/ith its own name, and code of conduct. Hence, this rhetoric served to maintain 
order t)y listing the behaviour that w a s undesirable, and locating it in 'the local estates'. In other 
words, this article left the sovereignty of the upper- and middle- c lasses intact by facilitating 
readers' attributions to be focused on those w\tt\ less power. 
Condructing Ms Newman as a respectable woman and negotiating any suggestions to the 
contrary was important given that the same article included the nev\^ that she admitted to being in 
a 'pretty tipsy state" (March 17b, 2001, Line 39), 'had a couple of pints at her local before meeting 
her boyfriend at 7pm at [another pub) arwJ then moving on alone to [another] t»ar [vi^ere she] 
remained drinking with other friends before leaving at midnight to go home" (Lines 32-36); and had 
accepted when they 'offered her a joint" (Line 38). Indeed, this decision had been previously 
described as ' she stupidly agreed to join [the defendants) when they suggested smoking cannabis" 
(Febnjary 28, 2001. Lines 37-38). However, by describing her as a 'professional [...] drinking in the 
sunshine" this article avoided readers constructing Ms Newman as a night-dub singer (see 
Telegraph, May 9, 2001). who had chosen to walk home, drunk and alone, and was attacked whilst 
drunk because she had agreed to smoke cannabis with strangers. Moreover, whilst 'smoking pot* 
in the context in which it was related to the defendants could be taken as evidence of their 
delinquency, Ms Newman's agreement to smoke cannabis was constructed as the stupid en'or of a 
professional woman. Hence, the contrasting information provided about the news actors provided 
'distinctiveness information" (Edwards & Potter, 1992, p. 163) that made it easier for readers to 
blame the defendants, and viev.f Ms Nevmian as an 'innocent victim'. This then provided a context 
" In the interests of parsimony, text in square brackets has been inserted or rcmm'cd tjy the author. 
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that v/arranted the derogation of the defendants (and in particular Ms Marsh) that served to 
construct them as deviant throughout the Guardian's reporting. Therefore, the next two sections 
elucidate how the defendants were construrted and the ideologies and attrit)utions that were 
facilitated. 
(b) Marsh a s deviant 
In searching for constructions of Claire Marsh, it soon t>ecame apparent that the dominant 
construction found in the headlines ('Marsh as deviant*) was earned through in the l)ody of the 
articles. For example, the Guardian's first article after the defendants were charged, positioned her 
as the central character in the lead (by listing her alleged offences) beiore starting the next 
paragraptfi with a quote from the Company of Wotves: 'if there's beast in man, it meets its match in 
woman" (August 15. 2000, Line 9-10). By following a list of her alleged crimes v/ith this metaphor, 
the author warranted the headline's construction of her as a 'twisted sister" by likening her to a 
't>easf, and thus highlighted her deviance. Moreover, this quote negotiated the author's stake in a 
construction that maintained patriarchy (by placing male aggression a s the yardstick by which 
female behaviour was judged) by quoting another author (Edwards & Potter, 1992). Furthermore, it 
directed readers' attention (and attributions) to the subject of the article (female criminality) and 
enabled the author to link Ms Marsh with other 'beastly* females who had committed crimes for 
which she did not stand accused and, thereby worked up the seriousness of her own. 
Indeed, she was (inked to Joyce McKinney, "a woman who did the unthinkable - raped a 
man" (August 15. 2000, Line 22-23). 'gangs in America" (Line 29). 'the increase in Britain in the 
number of violent crimes among giris under 18' (Lines 41-42), the "girt gang' who "held Liz Hurtey 
at knifepoint' (Line 51), the Canada Square gang who kicked a 13-year-old girl to death (Lines 60-
63), women who behave violently because they're 'puffing on a crack fMpe and drinking a lot" (see 
Lines 77-78), and even women's behaviour during the "French Revolution and [... ] the suffragette 
movement" (Line 88). Hence, this paragraph not only linked Ms Marsh to crimes she did not 
commit, but times in history before she was born. In this way, events at Ladbroke Grove were 
constructed as part of a serious and longstanding problem of women Ijeing 'beastly". 
Rhetoric in the third paragraph also served to work up constructions of female criminals as 
'beasts' in descripiions of how Joyce McKinney was "tracked dov/n" in the "wiidemess" (August 15. 
2000, Line 21) and the suggestion that female sex offenders have emerged from 'the tribal 
initiation rituals of gang culture" (Lines 25-26). Hence, the first theme/discourse that served to 
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construct Ms Marsh as deviant ('Marsh as animal') was embedded in rhetoric that constructed 
female sexual aggression a s primitive and animalistic, whilst similar behaviour in men was 
constructed as normative. For example, the appeal to reason that a woman raping a man is 
'unthinkable" (Line 23) at the end of the third paragraph, and the assertion that "the very idea that a 
v/oman could be capable of involvement in anoth^ woman's rape is hard to stomach' (Lines 11-
12) at the end of the second paragraph both maintained patriarchy by representing the differential 
pov/er roles of men and women as the agreed norm. Therefore, v/omen who go against this norm 
can be thought of as sickening and against reason. 
The credibility of this account was then negotiated by embedding it in a narrative "that 
attend[ed] to their causal, intentional and plausible sequential connection' (Edwards & Potter. 
1992, pp. 162-163), and by selectively quoting various 'experts', whose category entitlements 
warranted the veracity of this article's claims (see Whalen & Zimmerman, 1990). For example. 
•Rachel Lipscombe, director of the Magistrates Association' (Lines 68-69) was quoted as saying, 
•girls used to be segregated off a lot more (...] now [...] tend to join in wrth their male peers, so you 
get c a s e s of them being involved in traditionally male crimes fand] girls [... J drinking more than they 
used to' (August 15. 2000. Lines 65-70). Hence, a narrative was provided that enabled readers to 
logically concur that the cause of v/omen's criminal deviance could be attributed to them "imitating 
mate behaviour" (Line 64). In this v^y, patriarchy was maintained by excusing 'male crimes' as 
part of "tradition", whilst highlighting the deviance of women for 'imitating' such behaviour. Hence, 
this shows that double standards in the way that men and women were judged for the same 
behaviour by inten/iewees is also in media discourse. 
This article also drew on scientific theory to argue that female criminality was a 
consequence of 'natural' forces. For example, by identifying the cause of events at Ladbroke Grove 
as part of a much wider social problem, at which deviant women (and in particular Ms Marsh) were 
at the centre, the "discursive construrtion of a crisis' was achieved (Hier & Greenberg. 2002, p. 
492). Hence, scientific theory vras used in such a way as to warrant the causal explanations of 
female criminality that were offered. Here, the author's dilemma of stake was negotiated and 
afforded credibility by directly quoting 'Anne Campbell, a psychologist" (August 15. 2000. Line 26) 
who suggested that "girts procurjingj other girts for the guvs" (Lines 29-30) is a produd of a 
'DanMnian influence on the escalation of violent behaviour among women towards women" (Lines 
34-35). In this way, evolutionary theory was applied to women's violence in much the same wa^ as 
it has been applied to sexual violence in men (cf. Quinsey, 1984). However, whilst evolutionary 
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theory has been criticised (and largely rejected) in academia for legitimising men's violence as a 
'natural' means of propagating the species (Gard & Bradley. 2000; Perper, 1985). the context in 
which it was represented here served to proUematise female violence and women's emancipation 
by using 'how women behaved [... ] during the suffragette movement" (Lines 87-88) as an example 
of this 'crisis'. Moreover, this article maintained and reproduced a scientific theory that has been 
largely superseded by theories that suggest that rape is learned rather than evolved. Hence, this 
demonstrates the reciprocal relationships between scientific theory, media representations and 
ideology, and thus supports S R C by showing how the media privileges scientific theories that have 
been largely rejected by academia in ways that maintain patriarchy. 
Having located Ms Marsh's t>ehaviour in the wider social context of female criminality, this 
cortstruction was worked up in subsequent articles in ways that also supported patriarchy by 
enabling women to be blamed for male aggression. For example, one article likened Ms Marsh to a 
particular profile of female criminals 'tjehind a surge in gang-related violence across Britain" 
(Observer, April 15, 2001, Lines 1-2): "lone teenage girts worthing with a pack of young men" (Lines 
3-4). Hence, she was again put at the centre of a crisis in an article that placed the blame for 
'boost[ing] the levels of violence within the gang a s a whole [on the] presence of a single female 
memt)er" (Lines 12-13). Moreover, by directly quoting "criminologist Dr Jody Miller" (Line 21) who 
suggested female gang members were "like dudes in girts bodies [who] prefen-ed the company of 
young men [and] strongly supported the hierarchy within their gangs based on masculinist status" 
(Lines 30-34), this article added credibility to a version that enabled readers to locate the cause of 
this "surge" in crime (and attribute blame) on women who had rejected their traditional gender role 
in favour of "masculinist status", rather than the males who committed the violence. Hence, the 
data confirmed that interviewees' re-constmctions of female rapists as masculine had been made 
available by the media^. 
In achieving a *fif between Ms Marsh and other "groups of offenders matching this profile" 
(Observer, April 15. 2001, Line 15) this article's author descrit)ed her as 'the sole female in a nine-
strong gang" (Line 53) who "fought to ensure she v/as the only female with v/hom the gang found 
favour" (Lines 57-58). In doing so. this article contradicted descriptions of the group that appeared 
" It is not l?eing suggested thai Uiis is where inlerxiewees got the conleni of Iheir re-construclions of female 
rapists from, just that the Guardian w'as confirmed as one potential source. 
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in several other articles, namely, that the gang she belonged to consisted of '10 boys and four 
giris' (March 17b. 2001. Lines 44-45). However, by constructing her as the 'sole female", the 
author was then able to link her to various crimes committed by women "matching this profile" that 
bore no resemblance to her own (e.g. murder and pimping a 14-year-oId schoolgirt). Again this 
worked up the seriousness of her offence, which could have made her easier to blame. 
Having confirmed interviewees" re-constructions of female rapists as masculine were also 
available in media representations, the second theme/discourse to constiud Ms Marsh a s deviant 
('Marsh a s masculine') was identified in other articles. For example, one article repeated the 
headline's description of her a s a 'geezer girt" in the lead, and worked up this constnjction with the 
assertions that she had "tried to out-tough the boys in her gang' (March 17a, 2001, Line 2). and 
'earned a chili notoriety (...J t)y becoming one of only a handful of women to be convicted of rape' 
(Lines 2-3). Hence, by presenting her as a woman trying "to out-tough the boys', and a rarity at 
that, this article worked up constructions of her as deviant even by 'nomiar rapists' standards, as 
opposed to someone who had aided and abetted the rapists (as is the norm in such cases). 
Moreover, by focusing on Ms Marsh and describing the male defendants a s members of 'her gang" 
in the lead (March 17a, 2001. Line 2. emphasis added), followed by descriptions of her "as a 
principal' (Guardian. March 17, 2001, Line 10). the actions and culpability of the male defendants 
were rerKfered virtually invisible, and readers* attention (and attributions) were directed towards Ms 
Marsh. 
By establishing the defendants as a 'gang', the author also provided a context that 
warranted comparisons between Ms Marsh and the behaviour of other women in gangs. Here, the 
author's assertions were wan-anted by directly quoting, and citing the category entitlement of. "Or 
Matravers. of Cambridge University's Institute of Criminology" (March 17a, 2001, Lines 27-28). She 
proposed that "in contrast to the Marsh case [...J gangs always knew their victims" (Lines 25-26). 
with 'women in the gang (... ] turning on a fellow group member because she had slept with her 
boyfriend" (Lines 28-29). Hence, Ms Marsh was constructed a s deviant even for the type of group 
she was associated with, by an author whose category entitlement lent authenticity to this 
construction (Whalen & Zimmerman. 1990). 
Constructing Ms Marsh as a deviant case, whose behaviour fell outside the norm of similar, 
deviant groups also provided a context that wan-anted a number of possible reasons for her 
deviance to be presented. For example, direct quotes from a number of indirect sources (a former 
teacher, senior-detective and one gang member) suggested that "perhaps... Marsh, a helpful pupil 
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[... I who w a s never exduded or disdpJined and never involved in acts of a g r e s s i o n - behaved like 
this to a woman she had barely met and in a group she had only known a few days [because] she 
saw it as the ultimate means of acceptance" (March 17a. 2001, Lines 35-39); "was showing off 
(Line 41); or "trying to l>e like a man" (Line 43-44). Descriptions of Claire Marsh a s a "helpful pupil" 
from her "former teacher" could have provided a counter discourse to the 'Marsh as deviant* 
constructions that had dominated. However, its position towarcte the end of the article, sandwiched 
between constructions of her a s a woman "showing off and trying to be like a man", enabled this 
less pejorative construction to be subjugated by the wealth of information that constnjcted her as 
deviant and agentic. Indeed, the final word was given to "one gang memtjer* who called her a 
•geezer bird" who could "easily beat you up: she can be soft one minute and hard the next" (Lines 
42-43), thereby invoking images of Ms Marsh a s unpredictable and volatile, and making available 
psychopathological explanations of rape that have again been largely refuted. Hence, this quote's 
position could have had a 'recency effect* (Asch. 1946) that dominated descrifrtions of Ms Marsh as 
a 'helpful pupil", and thus extended van Dijk's (1989) assertions regarding the hierarchical nature 
of newspaper articles. Moreover, it reflected a third theme/discourse that served to construct Ms 
Marsh as deviant ('Marsh as mad'). 
Indeed, questions regarding the mental stability of Ms Marsh (and other female criminals) 
were made available and worked up in sut^sequent coverage. For example, one of the Guardian's 
authors suggested that "gang rape involves tiie particular psychology of manic group behaviour" 
(March 19, 2001, Lines 88-89). A s 'group mind' theories, which suggest groups undergo a loss of 
control to become in-ational and savage (e.g. Le Bon, 1947). have long since been refuted in favour 
of social identity and self-categorisation theories (see Reicher. 1984,1996), this is another 
example of how the media privileges some theories over others as a means of warranting its 
claims. However, in doing so, this article added scientitic credibility to the con^ruction Claire Marsh 
a s psychologically different from ordinary women, and thus w a s more likely to have been accepted. 
Constructions of 'Marsh a s mad' were further worked up in a subsequent article that linked 
her to female criminals described ^ "delinquent young females' (Observer, April 15. 2001. Line 7) 
and "the coldest young offender (Line 45). before Ms Nevmian was quoted a s saying "the minute 
our eyes met, I knew she wouldn't help me. Her face w a s hard and fixed and she was laughing and 
pointing and saying things like 'Yeah, go on, do her" (Lines 61-67). Hence, in this context. Ms 
Newman's account of Ms Marsh's "hard and fixed" expression served as evidence of her deviant 
psyche. Moreover, rt made available the suggestion that Ms Newman expected Claire Marsh to 
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help her because she was female, which again supported patriarchy by placing responsibility for 
preventing this rape on a woman a s opposed to any of the (presumaWy larger, stronger) males 
present Hence, the rhetoric in the Guardian reflected the talk of interviewees who were also seen 
to hold women responsit}le for preventing rape. This raised questions regarding how the male 
defendants were constructed and the attributions that were privileged. 
(c) Construct ions of the male d e ^ ^ d a n t s 
In attempting to identify constructions of the male defendants, ft soon t)ecame apparent 
that there was a noticeatTle scarcity of column inches dedicated to them in comparison to Ms 
Marsh. Indeed, two of the Guardian's nine articles did not mention the males at all (March 17a; 
March 19, 2001), whilst two others only mentioned them in one sentence that constructed Ms 
Marsh as the central character. For example, on August 15, 2000 they were referred to in the 
lead's justification for charging Ms Marsh v ^ h rape "because she allegedly acted as a 'principal' 
with three boys suspected of carrying out the attack" (Lines 5-6). Similarty, on April 15. 2001 
readers were informed that "Marsh, the sole female in a nine-strong gang known a s the Drayford 
Crew, had held down the victim while the bovs in the gang took turns to rape her" (Lines 53-55). 
Hence, the actions of the male r a p i ^ were rendered virtually invisible in four of the Guardian's 
articles in ways that served to highlight Ms Marsh's involvement. 
Other rhetorical features that served to diminish the responsibility of the male defendants 
were apparent in the category entitlements and \abe\s that were associated v^th them. For 
example, whilst various pejorative labels had been attached to Ms Marsh, the Guardian typically 
described the males as "youths' (July 25. 2000, Lines 2&19; March 9, 2001. Une 5; March 17b, 
Line 62; May 9, 2001. Lines 4, 17&30) or 'boys' (see underiined at>ove), or followed their names 
with their ages (e.g. FebRiary, 28. 2001. Lines 21-23; May 9, 2001, Lines 8-9). At other times they 
were described as Ms Marsh's "friends' (February 28. 2001. Line Z March 17b, 2002, Une 10) or 
her 'fellow rapists' (March 17b, 2001, Line 16). Hence, just as the contrasting labels attached to Ms 
Marsh in the headlines had revealed differences in the amount of agency and responsibility that 
each paper's readers might attribute to her. the Guardian's emphasis on the young ages of the 
male defendants and their relationship to Ms Marsh also served as mitigation. 
However, other lat)els were not so excusatory. For example, a racial discourse was 
threaded through several articles that served to maintain 'white' people's position of power. For 
example, the Guardian's first article descrit>ed how Ms Nevmian 'was approached by a group of 
Chapter 5: RecOTistructing social representations 126 
black, white and mixed race youths" (July 25, 2000. Lines 18-19). whilst two others described 
Marvin Edwards as ' a black youth' (Line 36; March 17b. 2001. Line 37). Indeed, of the four males 
who ^ood accused of Ms Newman's rape, more column inches were dedicated to describing 
Marvin Edwards' actions on the night in question than any of the others. Hence, by positioning Mr 
Edwards as the central male offender and referring to his skin colour, this rhetoric distinguished 
him from his co-accused and facilitated racial attributions not associated with the other defendants. 
Contrasting information provided about the various actors involved afso effectively acted a s 
mitigation or damning evidence (see Pomerantz, 1988/9 as cited in Edwards & Potter. 1992). For 
example, vast column inches were taken up with descriptions of Ms Marsh a s ' a bingo caller* 
(February 28, 2001. Une 66), and ' a helpful pupil" (March 17a. 2001. Une 35) with "nine G C S E s " 
(March 17b, 2001. Line 55) and her father's profession as ' a martial arts instructor* (March 17b. 
2001. Line 76). whilst very little information was provided about her male co^efendants. Moreover, 
the information that was provided w a s contrasted with background information about Ms Marsh in 
ways that further served to diminish the mate defendants' responsibility. For example, an article 
published the day after the group were corwicted followed the news that Ms Marsh had "nine 
G C S E s ' (March 17b, 2001. Line 55) with the revelation that Marvin Edwards 'had learning 
difficulties' (Line 81). Hence, whilst Ms Marsh and Mr Edwards were both constructed a s different 
from the 'norm', Marvin Edvrards' deviance was constructed in ways that served a s mitigation. 
Conversely, the information provided aboxii Ms Marsh provided a context where readers could 
concur with the judge that ' a s a woman, and an intelligent and well brought up one at that, there 
can be no doubt that [Marsh] knew and appreciated all too well the horror of this attack" (May 9, 
2001. Lines 24-26). This makes available the inference that there must surely be something wrong 
with her (i.e. she is mentally unstable). 
Indeed, if readers were left unsure as to whom to blame (the stocky black man vs. the mad 
white woman) this article left little doubt by concluding with a quote from 'one senior detective 
[who] said [Ms Nevmianj felt particularty betrayed by Marsh's involvement: 'The impression she 
gives is that she feels more betrayed that a woman could egg on all these boys to do it" (March 
17b, 2001. Lines 90-93). Thus, making available the inference that ' a woman" w a s responsible for 
the impact this event had on Ms Newman, as opposed to the 'boys' who had raped her. Again, the 
information's position facilitated a recency effect that may have dominated eariier constructions in 
ways that served to maintain patriarchy by enabling readers to blame Ms Marsh for the actions of 
the male rapists. 
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To summarise, the deconstruction of the Guardian's reporting showed how descriptions of 
Ms Newman and her pre-attack behaviour constructed events at Ladbroke Grove as a 'believable 
rape' (see Anderson & Beattie. 2001; Krahfe. 1991). and positioned blame with the defendants. 
However, the Guardian's reporting maintained the power of white middle- and upper-class males 
by reinforcing the stereotype of women a s weak and passive, locating the defendants in "the local 
estates", constructing Claire Marsh as the central character, and placing her at the centre of a 
social crisis that was blamed on 'deviant women' attempting to gain men's status. Hence, male 
violence was constnjcted as either 'natural' or a consequence of the complicity of women. 
Moreover, the scarce information provided about the males who raped Ms Newman rendered their 
actions virtually invisiNe in almost half of the articles, or served to construct Marvin Edwards as 
deviant through the deployment of racta) discourses and (background information that acted a s 
mitigation. However, these constructions could have reflected the Guardian's particular editorial 
stance. Indeed, comparison of the headlines suggested that whilst both papers conducted Ms 
Marsh in ways that distinguished her from her 'ordinary* peers, they differed in ways that privileged 
very different attributions. Therefore, the next sertion compares the Telegraph's coverage with the 
Guardian's and discusses the attributions and the ideologies that were served. 
5.3.3 The Telegraph's reporting: Compar ison with the Guardian 
(a) Const ruc t ions of the victim 
In keeping with the way that the Guardian constructed events at Ladbroke Grove as a 
'legitimate' c a s e of rape by including information that conformed to the classic rape script, the 
Telegraph's first article also directly quoted 'Det Insp Mike Christensen (who) said 'the woman was 
extremely badly shaken and is receiving medical attention" (July 25, 2000, Lines 17-18). Hence, 
both papers worthed up the seriousness of the crime and enabled readers' sympathies to be 
positioned with Ms Newman by highlighting the detrimental consequences the event had for her. 
Moreover, both added authenticity to this corstruc^on by citing the category entitlement (Whalen & 
Zimmerman, 1990) of a 'voice of authority* (Bell, 1991) that dealt with the author's dilemma of stake 
by giving these articles the appearance of disinterested fadual reports (Potter & Edwarcte. 1992). 
However, whilst the Guardian's treatment of Ms Newman remained fairiy consistent 
throughout its reporting in ways that constructed her as innocent and passive, the Telegraph's 
coverage was less consistent. Indeed, whilst the paragraph above shows how Ms Newman was 
positioned as an innocent victim in their ftrst article in similar ways to those found in the Guardian. 
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sutBequent articles described her pre-attack behaviour in ways that rendered her considerably 
more culpable. For example, the Telegraph reported how she had 'agreed to go down the towpath 
and smoke cannabis' (February, 28, 2001. Lines 40-41. emphasis added) and "took little 
persuasion* (March 17b, 2001. Lines 37), whereas the Guardian suggested that "the woman was 
persuaded to vralk along the Grand Union canal ' (February. 28, 2001, Line 33, emphasis added). 
Hence, Telegraph readers could have positioned some of the blame away from the male 
defendants and onto Ms Newman in ways that were not made availatMe by the Guardian. 
Moreover, by implicating cannabis consumption, this rhetoric also served to maintain law and order 
by acting a s evidence of the undesirat)le consequences of using illegal substances. In other words, 
the Telegraph's reporting made available the supposition that had Ms Newman not agreed to 
smoke cannabis she would not have been raped. 
The derogatory attributions enabled by the Telegraph's constmction of Ms Newman's pre-
attack behaviour however, then had to be negotiated when the defendants were convicted and 
sentenced. This was achieved by suggesting 'Miss Newman. 37. was lured on to the towpath' 
(May 9. 2001, Line 27). which constructed her a s considerably less agentic than the previous 
article's description of someone who "took little persuasion" (March 17b, 2001, Lines 37)^. 
Similarty, the Telegraph's final article presented contrasting information at)out Ms Newmnan and Ms 
Marsh, which further negotiated the negative connotations of the descriptions of Ms Newman in 
eartier Telegraph articles. For example, she had been previously descritied as 'quite tipsy" 
(February 28. 2001, Line 38), having "spent the evening (...) in a number of (...] pubs" (Lines 36-
37). and been raped because "she agreed to go down to the towpath to smoke cannatMs' (Unes 
40-41). However, the Telegraph's final article negotiated the derogatory attributions these 
descriptions made available in their final article by first infonning readers that Ms Marsh's "counsel 
disclosed that she was more than four months pregnant but would t>e having an abortion today 
because she was afraid of giving birth in prison' (May 9, 2001, Lines 18-20). Whilst, this could have 
served to emphasise her vulnerability and thus appeal to readers' sympathy, it was sandwiched 
between the news that she had been "sentenced to seven years (because she] "punched the 
victim, helped to strip her naked and held her down on a canal towpath as other members of the 
gang (... ] took tums to rape her* (Lines 2-6). and the judge's conclusion that her "participation 
N.B. Intereslingly, both articles were written by Sally Pook. 
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makes (her) as guilty as [her] co-defendants' (Lines 25-26). Hence, the seriousness of her 
involvement was emphasised by listing some of her actions on the night in question in ways that 
served to vrarrant constructing her ' a s guilty a s [her] co-defendants". 
More importantiy in terms of the attiibutions that were privileged in relation to Ms Newman, 
this article concluded by informing readers that "Miss Newman gave birth to a daughter three 
weeks ago, after t)ecoming pregnant by her long4erm twyfriend' (Lines 47-49). Hence, 
'distinctiveness information' (Edwards and Potter, 1992. p. 163) was provided (in the form of 'good 
mother*, 'bad mother* discourses) that re-constructed Ms Newman a s a respectable woman who 
had given birth to a baby conceived in a committed relationship, whilst Ms Marsh, having been 
constructed as agentic and violent, W3s positioned as considerably less desiratrie for putting her 
own fears above the life of her baby. Moreover, the absence of information about the father of Ms 
Marsh's baby omitted any information that could have mitigated. In other vrords, the success of 
constructions of Ms Nevtmian as an 'innocent victim' hirrged upon the derogatory way that Ms 
Marsh was constructed, and vice versa. However, prior to sentencing, the dominant construction 
made available in the Telegraph in relation to Claire Marsh had been a s a 'good girt who had gone 
bad' when she became invoh^ed with the other defendants. Therefore, the next section examines 
the ways each of the defendants were previously constructed to examine the relationship between 
these constructions and the attributions they facilitated. 
(b) Constructions of the defendants 
In contrast to the Guardian's reporting, which positioned women as the central characters 
from their first article, the Telegraph's first article led with the news that ' a woman [...] was gang 
raped by three men" (July 25, 2000. Lines 1-2), and did not mention any female aggressors until 
the second paragraph. Here, readers were notified that "the assault was v ^ n e s s e d by four female 
friends of the attackers" (Lines 5-6). Hence, the position of the information in the Telegraph initially 
directed readers* attention to the males involved a s opposed to the women. Moreover, just as the 
Guardian's description of the male defendants a s "youths" (Guardian, July 25. 2000. Line 2) could 
have acted as mitigation, the Telegraph's use of the label "men" to describe them eradicated the 
possibility of such mitigation. Therefore, whilst the Guardian's reporting diminished the actions of 
the males involved in favour of highlighting Ms Marsh's involvement, the hierarchy of information in 
the Telegraph, and the labels used to describe the "men", initially constructed them as the main 
aggressors. 
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Similariy. the lead of the Telegraph's second article, published the day after Ms Marsh w a s 
charged, described her as ' a teenage giri" (February 27, 2001. Line 1) before going on to explain 
that she was "accused of being one of a group who attacked the woman by the Grand Unior) 
Canal" (Lines 4-5), compared with the Guardian's description of her as a 'principal" who was 
"accused of cheering on an alleged sex assauir and 'charged with rape' (August 15. 2000, Lines 
2-5). Consequently, whilst the Guardian's rhetoric constructed her as central to the case and 
emphasised the seriousness of her crimes by going into more detail about her involvement, the 
Telegraph constructed her a s one of several culprits. Hence, the amount of blame that Telegraph 
readers could attribute could be, at least initially, diffused among the group. 
However, by their third article (published the day after Ms Nevwnan gave evidence) the 
Telegraph's reporting had more closely started to resemble the Guardian's by devoting more 
column inches to descriptions of Ms Marsh than the male defendants and thus positioning her as 
the central character. For example, she was described in the lead as ' a teenage girt [who] helped 
strip a woman naked and pinned her to the ground' (February 28, 2001, Lines 1-2) before being 
labelled "a key figure in the gang of boys and giris' (Une 4). However, vk^ilst the label "key figure' 
may have served to place Ms Marsh a s the central character, the word 'helped' in the preceding 
sentence facilitated readers diffusing some responsibility onto the 'gang of boys and girts' she was 
presumably 'helping*, whilst the label 'teenage girt' could have served a s mitigation. 
Conversely, the Guardian's reporting on the same day constructed her a s the sole culprit 
by representing her as the agentic party in the transitive statement: "Marsh yanked off the woman's 
top to expose her breasts... [and] laughed throughout her ordeal and rallied the rapists' (February 
28. 2001. Lines 7-9). Hence, the vivid description of the exposure of Ms Newman's breasts added 
an air of perceptual experience (Edwards & Potter, 1992; Tannen, 1989) in the Guardian's 
reporting that sen/ed to work up the seriousness of Ms Marsh's actions. Moreover, vivid detail can 
trigger empathy in readers by providing details they can relate to, which can also add credibility to 
the version being conveyed (Edwards & Potter, 1992). Consequently, the Guardian's reporting 
enabled much more damning attributions towards Ms Marsh than the Telegraph's. This is important 
given that earty constructions provide a framewori< for interpreting what is to follow and become 
part of the social context for subsequent articles (Van Dijk. 1989). 
Other differences in constmctions that facilitated different attributions were also apparent in 
the selection of quotes taken from the prosecution witnesses. Indeed, the atx)ve quote in the 
Guardian concerning wUai happened to Ms Newman's top allegedly came from 'one 14-year-old 
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member of the group' (February 28, 2002, Line 7). However, the evidence quoted by the Telegraph 
went into much greater detail regarding the men's involvement, and drew more heavily on Ms 
Newman's accounL For example, Ms Newman was directly quoted as saying 'pretty soon I was on 
the floor and my clothes were coming off. One grabtted my trousers, one grabbed my jacket. They 
were all off in a matter of seconds. I was on the floor. A black guy [Edwards] came towards me and 
undid his zip. I w a s being held by the shoulders, someone was holding my legs open. He took his 
trousers down and raped me.' (Telegraph. February 28, 2001. Lines 48-53). Hence, whilst the 
descriptions of the removal of Ms Newman's clothes in both papers enat)led readers to empathise 
with the claimant, the Guardian's rhetoric constructed Ms Marsh as the main culprit, whereas the 
Telegraph's invoked images of an attack carried out by a group of people and placed Man^n 
Edwards at the centre of the offence. Therefore, Telegraph readers were more able to attribute 
blame with him, and hold the group responsible for aiding and abetting him. Despite these 
differences however, both articles maintained and supported patriarchy. For example, by identifying 
Ms Marsh as the person who removed Ms Newman's top, the Guardian diminished the actions and 
culpability of the male defendants, and thus enabled a female to be held responsible for their 
actions. However. Ms Newman's description of Marvin Edwards as "a t)lack guy* in the Telegraph 
also protected *white' people's position of power by making available the racial attributions that 
were previously noted in the Guardian. 
Other differences in the rhetorical styles of each paper that facilitated different attributions 
were apparent in the amount of detail that each included regarding Ms Marsh's reaction to being 
corrvicted. Here, both newspapers quoted the judge's conclusion that "given this is a particulariy 
vile and horrifying offence of sexual brutality, a substantial custodial sentence is inevitatile" 
(Guardian. March 17b, 2001, Unes 26-27; Telegraph. March 17b, 2001. Lines 11-12). Hence, the 
judge had warranted the "substantial" sentence by constructing it as an "inevitat)le" consequence of 
this 'particularty vile and horrifying offence". However, whilst the Telegraph preceded this quote 
with the news that Ms Marsh 'sat expressionless as the jury [...] returned their majority verdict, 
before shrugging to her mother in the public ga l ler / (March 17b, 2001. Lines 6-9), the Guardian 
described how 'Marsh, a one-time bingo caller [...], remained stoney-faced t>efore turning to shrug 
at her mother in the public gallery, who w a s crying' (March 17b, 2001, Lines 21-23). Hence, the 
Guardian worked up its construction of 'Marsh a s mad' in ways that were not readily made 
availat^e in the Telegraph (i.e. by constructing her a s cold and unfeeling). Furthermore, by 
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excluding the information that she had 'wept v4ien she was refused bail" (Telegraph. March 17a, 
2001. Line 10) the Guardian omitted information that could have provided a counter-discourse. 
Similariy, in the articles that attempted to understand why she became involved in Ms 
Newman's rape, each paper provided distinct types of information from different sources that made 
available different constructions of Ms Marsh and the causal inferences that could be drawn. For 
example (as previously noted), the Guardian regularly quoted various 'experts' in order to make 
comparisons between Ms Marsh and other female criminals, and their second article on March 17, 
2001 was no exception. Here, Dr Amanda Matravers was quoted in ways that served to maintain 
patriarchy by constructing male violence a s the norm, and emphasising Ms Marsh's deviance by 
distinguishing her from other females in gangs. Conversely, on the same day, the Telegraph 
worked up its headline's description of her as an 'outcast who longed to prove herseir (March 17b, 
2001) by describing her as "a lonely, unremarttable teenager with few real friends [who] found her 
voice among a band of trouble makers" in the lead (Lines 1-2). Hence, v^^ilst both papers 
emphasised Ms Marsh's deviance from her 'ordinary* peers, the label "outcast" in the Telegraph 
appealed to sympathy by constructing her as an underdog (i.e. a 'good girl who had gone bad'). 
The Telegraph then warranted this construction by quoting people who knew her, a s 
opposed to outside 'experts'. For example, her grandfather (Mr Savill) was quoted as saying she 
was ' a nice, caring girt (who) must have become involved vwth the wrong sort [...) I cannot imagine 
she would ever become involved with this' (March 17b, 2001, Une 25). This quote could have 
enabled readers to place some blame for her behaviour on 'the wrong sort" or simply disregard this 
as the biased account of a loving grandfather. However, by preceding Mr Savill's assertions w\ih an 
indirect quote from teachers from two of Ms Marsh's schools who "remember(edl her as a helpful, 
well-behaved girt' (Line 17), and directly quoting her old headmaster, 'S i r Alan Davies', v ^ o said 
"she was a quiet girt who never presented any problems' (Unes 17-19), this article negotiated Mr 
Savill 's dilemma of stake by providing information that acted as corroboration. Hence, the 
Telegraph vk^rranted the factuality of Mr Savill's construction by showing agreement across a 
number of independent sources (see Edv^rards & Potter. 1992). Moreover, by directly quoting a man 
who had been knighted, further authenticity and credibility was afforded this construction in v^^ys 
that facilitated readers' causal attributions being directed towards 'the wrong sort". Hence, this 
supports S R C by showing how evidence gleaned from non-scientific sources can also shape 
people's re-constructions. 
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Nevertheless, by suggesting that "Marsh did all she could to prove her worth, showing she 
could behave as loutishly as a boy and affecting sudden bursts of anger (March 17b. 2001, Lines 
4-6). this article also supported patriarchy by reproducing "loutish" behaviour a s the male norm to 
which Ms Marsh aspired (cf. McCoraghy & Zamir, 1995). However, in this context, the term 
"affecting" suggests that this was an act she put on to gain favour with the group, and not evidence 
of her innate deviance. Moreover, whilst the Guardian said she "acted a s a 'principal' in a joint 
enterprise" (March 17b, 2001, Line 10), the Telegraph described how "within days of joining the 
gang, she found herself the pivotal figure in the sequence of events" (March 17b, 2001, Lines 7-8). 
Hence, the term "found herseir served to work up the Telegraph's construction of Ms Marsh as a 
victim of circumstance, whilst the Guardian's rtietoric constructed her as someone altogether more 
active and agentic. However, whilst each paper privileged very different attributions, both supported 
patriarchy by again highlighting the differential power roles for men and women (Krah6,1991), and 
by implicating Ms Marsh's deviance from her gender rde. 
Other rhetorical features that facilitated different attributions concerned the background 
information provided about the defendants. For example, the Guardian described Ms Marsh as a 
•one-time bingo caller" (March 17b. 2001, Line 21) and "daughter of a martial arts instructor (Lines 
75-76). and never mentioned her mother. Whereas, the Telegraph said that "Marsh, [...] ttie 
daughter of a martial arts instnjctor and dental nurse' (March 17b, 2001, Lines 14-15) "trained a s a 
hairdresser, qualified as a stylist and found work in a salon in Han-ow [...] later wortced at a 
McDonald's restaurant, but at the time of the rape was unemployed" (Lines 20-22). Hence, the 
Telegraph worked up its construction of Ms Marsh as 'a good giri who bad gone bad* when she 
met "the wrong sort' by describing her t)ackground in ways that invoked images of a gradual 
decline. 
Again this information had the potential to act "in the service of power by enabling readers 
to group Ms Marsh with the lower echelons of society (see Bun-. 1995. p. 82). Moreover, by 
providing confi-astlng information about the background of the "notorious gang" (March 17b, 2001. 
Lines 3-4) who had led her astray, the Telegraph further privileged causal attributions that were 
directed towards "the wrong sort". For example, whilst the information provided about Ms Marsh 
suggested a gradual decline, deso-iptions of the 'Drayford Crew's anti -^cial ways [that] brought 
them notoriety on the estate... where some of them lived" (Lines 31-32) suggested a history of 
anti-social behaviour. Hence, the inclusion of conti-asting information about the defendants 
construt^ed "the Drayford Crew" as the villains of the piece, and left existing power structures 
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intact by directing readers' attributions to the inhatiitants of council estates in similar v^ a^ys to the 
Guardian. 
Patriarchy was also served by the infonnation provided atwut Marvin Edwards in the 
Telegraph's final article. For example, the previous section showed how contrasting information 
about Ms Marsh and Mr Edwards enabled Guardian readers to hold Daire Marsh responsible for 
her actions, whilst Man^n Edwards' diminished 'learning difficulties' could be taken a s mitigation. 
However, the Telegraph went further by informing readers that 'Edwards [... ] suffered brain 
damage as a baby because his mother drank during pregnancy. He was neglected and was beaten 
by his mother* (May 9, 2001, U n ^ 30-41). Hence. Telegraph readers were also able to position 
some of the blame for his deviant behaviour onto his mother's alcohol abuse and bad parenting. 
Furthermore, by neglecting to mention his father, no information w a s made available that could 
have enabled readers to divide the responsibility for his neglect equally between both parents. 
Consequently, this maintained the status quo by reproducing the patriarchal expectation that 
childcare is a woman's role. 
To summarise, this sertion showed that unlike the Guardian, the Telegraph's treatment of 
Ms Newman alternated between constructions of her as innocent and passive vs. complicit in her 
own abuse. Moreover, by implicating her readiness to smoke cannabis, the Telegraph's reporting 
served to maintain law and order, and enabled some of the blame to be shifted away from her 
rapists. However, after the defendants were convicted, Ms Newman's culpability was renegotiated 
through the deployment of contrasting information about Ms Newman and Ms Marsh in the form of 
'good mother* vs. 'bad mother* discourses (respectively). Hence, constructions of Ms Marsh as a 
'bad mother" also represented a shift from the 'good girt gone bad* constructions that had 
predominated in the Telegraph up to that point. 
Indeed, unlike the Guardian, the Telegraph's eartier articles positioned the male 
defendants as the central characters and only shifted the focus to Ms Marsh after the prosecution 
evidence had been heard. Nevertheless, descriptions of Ms Marsh's actions in the Telegraph still 
facilitated attributions that could be dispersed among the group as a whole rather than solely on 
her, as was the case in the Guardian. Moreover, selective quotes taken from Ms Newman's 
evidence also served to position Marvin Edwards as the central aggressor in the Telegraph, and 
Ms Marsh in the Guardian. 
E a c h paper's disparate constructions were also wortced up by other 'voices of authority" 
quoted by each paper when providing explanations for Ms Marsh's involvement, and the amount of 
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background information provided about her. Here, the Telegraph drew more heavily on quotes 
taken from people who knew her and provided more background information in ways that served to 
work up constructions of her as a 'good girl, gone bad*. Nevertheless, this rhetoric also had the 
potential to act in the service of power by focusing readers' attributions on the 'mixed race gang 
from the local estates' that had led Ms Marsh astray. Indeed, the deployment of racial discourses in 
relation to Mr Edwards and the 'bad mother' discourse that enabled readers to blame his mother for 
the 'learning difficulties' also maintained the position of white middle- and upper-class mates. 
Hence, the next section discusses how, despite the differences between them, both papers acted 
in the service of patriarchy, and links the findings to the ainrts set out in the introduction. 
5.4 Discussion 
This chapter showed that whilst both papers sometimes made available disparate 
constructions that enabled very different attributions to be made, each provided 'knowledge in the 
service of power (Burr, 1995, p.82) by maintaining and reproducing patriarchal subject positions. 
At times this was achieved through racial discourses, and by reinforcing the stereotype of women 
as passive, sut)missive sexual objects (Gavey, 1996). Indeed, t}y constnjcting Ms Marsh as deviant 
for not conforming to this stereotype, the Guardian was able to use this as evidence in the 
construction of a crisis, and confirmed interviewees' re-constructions of female rapists were 
previously made available by the media. Moreover, by placing Ms Marsh as the central character, 
the culpability of the men involved diminished. Indeed, at times, women were able to be held 
responsible for causing male violence, as well as blamed for not preventing it, which again 
maintained men's superior position of power, and showed that double standards in the vray that 
men and women were judged for the same behaviour also extended to media discourse. Hence, 
the media was confirmed as one source of the sexism found in interviewees* re-constructions. 
Conversely, the Telegraph's coverage positioned Ms Marsh as one of a group, which 
enabled readers to attribute blame accordingly. However, the Telegraph's descriptions of Ms 
Newman's pre-attack behaviour also enabled readers to place some blame for what ha^^ned with 
her, and thus could have contributed to her secondary victimisation. Similariy, by implicating his 
mother's alcohol and physical abuse in Marvin Edvrards' learning difficulties, the Telegraph enabled 
readers to place some responsibility for his criminal deviance on his mother. Moreover, the danger 
of constructing male or female rapists as deviant is that it makes available the inference that rapists 
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are easy to distinguish and rare (Lea et al., 2003). One of the dangers of this reporting th^^efore is 
that it gives people no reason to be guarded around people who appear 'normar. 
This chapter also demonstrated SRC's reciprocal relationships between media 
representations, ideology artd sdentiftc theory by showing how the media privileges some theories 
that have been refuted in academic circles in ways that support rape myths, whilst simultaneously 
maintaining patriarchy, and the theory being espoused. In doing so, this study showed that the 
relationship between science and social representations is not as linear as Moscovici suggested. 
Moreover, by showing how accounts taken from non-scientific sources can lend authenticity to a 
particular construction, this study supported SRC's assertion that science is not the only source of 
people's re-constructions. However, by deploying interpretative methodologies on small amounts of 
British participants to investigate SRC's descriptive utility, Chapters 4 and 5 could not elucidate 
whether the constructions made available by the media and re-constructed by a few interviewees 
would generalise. The next chapter therefore presents the results of an Internet-based experiment 
that examined 1351 people's responses to (and definitions of) scenarios where the sex and 
sexuality of the victim and perpetrator were systematically manipulated to test SRC's predictive 
utility, and determine the extent of consensus within and t)etween groups. 
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Unblurring the boundary: The effect of sex, sexuality and 
reconstructions of rape on attributions 
6.1 Rationale 
This thesis began by arguing that there is insufficient research into scenarios that deviate 
from the classic rape script given that the "inherently violent gendered dominance-submission 
dynamic' in (hetero)sexual relationships creates a btun-ed boundary between normative sex and 
sexual coercion that makes it difficult for people to be certain v^ rhen sex becomes rape (Gavey, 
1996, p. 52). As female-perpetrated male rape and same-sex rape fall outside of the classic rape 
script there is a need for research on the effects of the victim and perpetrator's sex on rape 
attributions (Anderson & Stnjckman^ohnson. 1998). Indeed, Chapter 1 showed that most studies 
investigating male and same-sex rape have focused on male-perpetrated assaults in all-male 
institutions (Groth & Burgess. 1980; Hensley & Tewksbury. 2002; Hodge & Canter, 1998). 
However, Chapter 1 also argued that the relationships found between narrow rape 
definitions/reconstmctions, rape myths, and people's attributions could underpin the high acquittal 
rate in rape cases because most rapes do not conform to the classic rape (see Burt & Albin, 1981; 
Krah6.1991; Lea et al.. 2003; Pan-ot & Bechofer. 1991). Hence. Study 3 sought to test whether 
lenient attritxrtions towards the perpetrator were related to belief in rape myths, narrower 
reconstructions of rape and/or the sex and sexuality of the perpetrator-victim dyad. 
In deriving the hypotheses to be tested. Study 1(Chapter 4) supported past research by 
showing that male victims of female-perpetrated male rape tended to be thought of less 
sympathetically than those of other perpetrator-victim dyads (cf. Ford et al.. 1998; Mitchell et al.. 
1999; Smith et al., 1988; White & Robinson. 2002). Moreover, this lack of sympathy was seen to be 
maintained and supported by reconstructions of men as sexual predators, and women as lacking 
the necessary libido and physical strength to motivate, and enable, them to rape a man (see 
Anderson & Svrainson, 2001; Benedict, 1992; Mezey & King, 1993; Ward. 1995). Hence. Study 1 
would predict that people would have the most sympathy for victims where the rapisf s sex is 
incongnient with the virtim's sexuality, or female victims of male-perpetrated assaults. However, 
the Telegraph's constructions of a heterosexual woman raped by a female elucidated in Chapter 5 
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contradicted this prediction. In other words, participants do not necessarily endorse media 
representations when they are 'doing' an interview. However, this evidence was trased on the 
sodaJ reconstructions of nine interviewees, when participants conjectured what 'sodety* might think 
about a heterosexual man raped by a woman, which may not generalise to larger numbers judging 
rape scenarios for themselves. The mismatch between studies could lie in Breakwell's (1993) 
suggestion that people's social reconstruc^ons are affected by their need for a positive self-identity 
and the approval of others. As the reconstructions of interviewees were likely to have been 
influenced by the pressures of impression management, the experiment presented here explicitly 
investigated whether the reconstructions underpinning the rape attributions made by a few people 
'doing an interview* would also generalise to larger numbers of people making judgements 
privately. 
Whilst this study did not explore the origins of the infomriation on which people based their 
judgements, it did investigate the content of participants' reconstmctions (i.e. their subjective 
definitions of rape) and the extent of consensus within and between different groups to test SRC's 
assertion that people's reconstructions contain infomiation that is a) individually held; b) shared 
within groups; and c) information that may reflect culturally-held ideologies (i.e. patriarchal rape 
myths). This is important because Chapter 1 suggested that inconsistent past findings could be 
influenced by cultural norms because most rape perception research has either been conducted in 
Britain or America, with a paucity of research outside of these countries (see Krah6,1991; Perrott 
& Webber, 1996 for exceptions). Consequently, this experiment was conducted on the Intemet to 
determine the cross-cultural generalisability of existing Anglo-American research. Whilst it is 
acknowledged that Internet populations take on more of the characteristics of a self-selected 
sample than face-to-face (f-t-f) participants because they are unlikely to have found the website by 
accident, the Internet has several advantages over typical f-t-f studies. 
The Intemet gives researchers access to a potential target population of approximately 50 
million people across the globe (Kenyon, personal communication, 2003)^ and people who may 
have been reluctant to volunteer for potentially sensitive research when faced with the likely 
presence of another person. Consequently, this experiment accessed much larger and more 
^ Peer-reviewed data concerning Intemet populations can usually be found at 
\v\vw.ross.net/intemet_growth.html. Hou'cver, the links provided by this site were not acti\'e at the time of 
submission. Therefore, a disinterested expert had to be consulted. 
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diverse data sets than could be practically obtained by traditional f-t-f methods. It also reduces the 
potential for 'noise' being introduced into research findings through 'experimenter presence', and 
effects due to the pressures of impression management Participation can also occur at any time of 
day (regardless of which time zone people live in), and in a location where the participants may feel 
more comfortable than they might in a laboratory. Internet studies are also more cost effective 
because they do not require laboratory space or advertising costs, and the material is provided 
electronically, with participants using their own hardware and softvkrare. Hence, it increased the 
study's generalisability and statistical power, whilst keeping costs to a minimum. 
Although the results presented in Chapter 4 supported some past research, there has been 
no single study that has simultaneously investigated all of the previously mentioned variables. 
Therefore, inconsistent past findings could be the result of unmeasured interactions between 
factors. For example, some researchers have emphasised rape myth acceptance (RMA) as a 
mediating factor in inconsistent findings regarding sex differences in rape perceptions (Burt & Albin, 
1981; Kalof and Wade, 1995; Kopper. 1996). Others have implicated RMA in the finding that older 
people exhibit higher levels of victim blame than younger participants (see Anderson et al., 2001). 
Similariy, negative attitudes tovrards homosexuals (and therefore, potentially the victims and 
perpetrators of s a m e ^ x rape) may also be inversely related to age (HereK 1984; KurdeK 1988). 
Consequently, Study 3 investigated the effects of the victim and perpetrator's sex and sexuality, 
and observers' sex. sexuality, age and subjective definitions of rape, whilst adjusting for differences 
in attitudes towards homosexuality (MATHS) and level of female and male rape myth acceptance 
(FRMAS&MRMAS). 
In addition, by adopting existing measures and paradigms, this experiment could be more 
readily compared with past findings, whilst addressing some of the methodological weaknesses 
that were highlighted in Chapter 1 (see below). For example, the vignette paradigm was criticised 
as the principal means for soliciting rape attributions (Chapter 1) because it reduces ecological 
validity by priming participants a priori that the vignette describes a rape, and because they do not 
contain as much information as rape juries typically receive (see Anderson et al.. 2001; Krah6, 
1991). Therefore, this study avoided priming effects by describing the vignette as an 'account 
based on a real-life sexual abuse case, where the accused denied the charge*, and complied with 
Krah6's (1991) suggestion that researchers should ask participants whether the information 
provided was sufficient for their needs. By purposely selecting a published vignette with limited 
information to motivate participants to ask what questions they would like answered to be certain of 
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the defendant's guilt, this study v»^s also able to investigate whether high levels of RMA are related 
to narrower definitions of rape and/or higher levels of victim responsibility and precipitation (Burt & 
Albin, 1981). This complied with Krah6's (1991) suggestion that the questions people ask about a 
rape incident can be interpreted as reflecting their implicit or intuitive theories of rape' (p. 295). 
Hence, Study 3 identified the pieces of information people draw on when re-constructing scenarios 
involving different rape dyads to determine the similarities and differences between conditions. 
6.1.1 Summary of goals, orientation and research questions to be addressed 
This study aimed to test the hypotheses that high levels of rape myth acceptance (RMA) and 
narrower reconstructions of rape are related to lower levels of perpetrator blame and greater levels 
of blame and responsibility being placed on the victim. Based on the previous two studies, it was 
also hypothesised that female and/or homosexual perpetrators would be blamed more than male 
and/or heterosexual perpetrators, and that male and/or homosexual victims would be t}lamed and 
held more responsible than female and/or heterosexual victims. By examining the content of 
participants' reconstructions of rape involving different rape dyads this experiment also investigated 
whether reconstructions of rape differ according to the sex and sexuality of the victim and 
perpetrator, and whether the verbalised reconstructions and concurrent attributions of a few 
interviewees generalised to larger numbers of people responding in private. The extent of 
consensus within and between groups divided by gender, age, nationality. RMA and attitude 
towards homosexuality, and the validity of the vignette paradigm were also tested. 
Whilst experimental designs and quantitative analyses are most readily associated with a 
realist ontology, this study was also informed by the research position asserted in Chapter 3 
(politically-informed relativism requiring multi-method investigations), whereby both qualitative and 
quantitative data were collected to facilitate a deeper understanding of the results than quantitative 
analysis alone could provide. Specifically, it was hoped that analyss of people's reconstmctions of 
rape would enable stronger assertions to be made regarding the possible reasons why participants 
attributed blame and responsibility in the ways that they did in order to produce results that could 
benefit the target population. 
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6.2 Method 
6.2.1 Pilot Study 
An initial pilot study (N=50) confirmed the face validity of the study's design features (e.g. 
suitability of wording and response formats for an international sample). This led to the collection of 
large amounts of data over a two-year period (N=1702). However, a programming error was 
discovered at the point of analysis that made it impossible to determine the condition each 
participant had completed. Consequently, the data had to be dropped, and the author undertook 
training in v^^ng cgi script before overseeing the programming of a new version. This version v^ ras 
then piloted on research psychologists (N=26) to ensure that the study received optimum amounts 
of constructive criticism before it was re-launched on the Internet. Having made the necessary 
changes in response to this feedback, the final version was re-launched within 2 weeks of 
discovering the original error (see Appendix Ci for feedback and the artions taken in response). 
Weekly test entries were also made to check the smooth operation of the website throughout both 
the pilot phase and the full study. 
6.2.2 Main Study 
(a) Participants (see Appendix Cii for details of demographic data) 
Thirteen hundred and fifty-one participants provided data. However, only 874 (64.10%) 
provided full data sets. Thirteen hundred and nine provided sex data, v^th 890 (68%) identifying 
themselves as female and 419 (32%) as male. Thirteen hundred provided their ages, which ranged 
from 18 to 78 years, vAXh a mean of 25.27. Eight hundred and ninety-five participants were 25 
years old or under (68.80%). whilst 405 (31.20%) were over 25. Thirteen hundred and one 
participants indicated their sexual orientation. Of these, 1153 (86.60%) people identified 
themselves as heterosexual. 101 (7.80%) as bisexual, and 47 (3.60%) as homosexual males or 
females. Participants, comprising 100 nationalities and 43 occupations, sent data from 40 
countries. Of these. 783 (58%) were students^, 684 (50.60%) sent data from America, 507 
(37.50%) from some part of Britain, and 128 (9.50%) sent data from other countries. In addition, 
515 (38.10%) reported being a victim, and 123 (9.10%) reported perpetrating some kind of sexual 
coercion. 
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(b) Materials (see Appendix Ciii for materials) 
Respondents used their own hardware and software to access the site. Briefing information 
appeared on a separate webpage at the beginning, and debriefing information programmed to 
appear at every possible exit point throughout the study. All necessary instructions were provided 
at the start of each of the questionnaires. A demographic questionnaire asked participants for their 
age. sex. nationality, sample origin (where data were sent from), sexuality, occupation, and 
whether or not they had been involved in four types of sexual coercion (*no' was ignored, too 
aroused to stop. vert>ally threatened, physically forced) either as a victim or a perpetrator. 
Responses were collected via radio buttons (for forced choice responses) or dialogue boxes (for 
open responses). 
Only measures with known reliability and validity were utilised. For example, all participants 
were given Burt's (1980) Female Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (FRMAS). which has a Cronbach's 
alpha coefftcient of .88. Items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Totally 
Disagree) to 5 (Totally Agree). Measures of acceptance of male rape myths (MRMAS) were 
obtained using a 12-item Likert scale developed by Struckman-Johnson and Struckman-Johnson 
(1992) from Feild's (1978) Attitudes toward Rape Scale (ATRS). This has a published reliability 
coefficient of .62. and its factors are regulariy used as sub-scales (Lonsway & Fitzgerald. 1994). 
Responses to statements reflecting male rape myths were recorded on a 5-point Ukert scale 
ranging from 1 (Totally Disagree) to 5 (Totally Agree). 
Respondents* attitudes towards homosexuals were measured with Price's (1982) modified 
attitudes towards homosexuality scale (MATHS). This 9-point Likert scale consists of 30 items, 
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 9 (Strongly Agree). This was selected over more recent 
scales because it a) has a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .95; b) has fewer items than many 
alternatives; c) the wording was sufficiently generic to be applied to lesbians as well as homosexual 
males; and d) as it was designed for use in schools, the reading age required to understand the 
questions was sufficiently low to be suitable for an international sample. 
Participants were also asked to read one of 16 versions of a vignette. The contents of the 
vignettes in each condition were held constant except for the sex and sexuality of the victim and 
perpetrator. The vignette consisted of a brief description of a rape incident based on an authentic 
At least 3 uni\'ersities in America adopted this study as part of the course requirement for their research 
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case previously adopted by others (e.g. Krahfe. 1991; Sanders, 1980). Following the vignette, 
participants were asked in a forced-choice format (yes/no), whether they had been given enough 
information to form an opinion, and whether they thought the victim was responsible in any way for 
the event. All participants were then asked to make open percentage ratings on the likelihood that 
1) the accused was guilty of the offence; 2) the victim was telling the truth; 3) the victim had 
somehow precipitated the attack; and 4) the victim could have prevented the attack. Participants 
were then asked to l i^ the questions they would like to have truthfully answered to be certain of the 
defendant's guilt or innocence. 
(c) Design and Procedure 
It is impossible to know the exact details of each experimental context as participants took 
part during different times and from unknown locations. However, the procedure for all participants 
was held as constant as possible in terms of response formats and standardised instructions. Both 
the pilot and the main study followed the design and procedure below. 
A between-partidpants 2 (sex of perpetrator) x 2 (sex of victim) x 2 (sexuality of 
perpetrator) x 2 (sexuality of victim) randomised experiment measured any differences in the 
attributions made towards the victim and perpetrator in a sexual assault in response to these 
variables. Organismic variables that were treated as additional IVs were observers' sex 
(male/female); age (25 or under/over 25); sexuality (het/bi/homo); victim and perpetrator status 
(has been/has not been) and sample origin (usa/uk/other). The percentage ratings elicited by 
participants following the vignettes represented the dependent variables (DVs) and male and 
female RMAS and MATHS scores were treated as covariates. 
Participants were randomly allocated to one of 16 conditions. Briefing and debriefing 
sheets and the relevant questionnaires appeared on the screen as participants completed each 
part of the study. To prevent participants from viewing the entire study before they completed each 
questionnaire, each scale was presented on a separate web page (through the use of links), which 
had to be completed before the participants could go to the next questionnaire. An additional button 
was added to the end of each page to enable participants to withdraw. This button was linked to 
the debriefing page to ensure that participants would be debriefed no matter when they withdrew. 
methods modules without the author's permission. Hence, the large proportion of students. 
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Wrth Internet research, there is the additional problem of preventing children from taking 
part. Therefore, people under the age of 18 were asked to log off from the site at the start of each 
new webpage. To protect partidpants further from harm and ensure confidentiality, a secure socket 
layer and a firewall prevented information being hacked in transit or during storage. Having read 
the instructions, and provided demographic information, the order of questionnaires was 
randomised to control for sequencing effects. 
On the page containing the vignette, participants were asked to list any questions they 
would need truthfully answered to be sure of the defendant's guilt or innocence. Eight hundred and 
eighty-three (80.86%) partidpants asked questions in response to this request The number of 
questions asked by each partidpant ranged from 1 to 40. with a mean of 4.70 (see Appendix Civ). 
Each question was then allocated to one of 22 categories taken from previous research (see 
Krah6,1991) and 14 categories generated by the researcher. Following this, a second rater was 
recruited to check the reliability and validity of the categorisation process from a randomly selected 
sample of 20% of the questions. However, follovt^ ng subsequent discussion between the two raters 
it was dedded to add a further seven categories and re-categorise the data (see Appendix Cv for 
content analysis categories and instructions given to second rater). Cohen's kappa was then 
calculated as a measure of irrter-rater reliability for each of the categories (see Appendbc Cvi). 
indicating total agreement between raters on 31 of the 36 categories, whilst the kappa scores for 
the remaining categories^" ranged from .89 to .98. 
6.3 Results 
6.3.1 Partial data 
Inspection of the raw data indicated that only 874 (64.70%) partidpants provided a full set 
of data. However, an additional 238 partidpants (17.60%) provided partial data sets that could be 
induded in some analyses. A further 239 participants (17.70%) were dassified as 'glancers* 
t)ecause they entered the site just long enough to complete the demographic questionnaire beiore 
leaving. These data were then analysed to determine whether there was a particular type of person 
who was less likely to provide a full data set (see Appendix Cvii). Chi-square indicated that males 
(x^ (2) = 15.315, p< .01) and people who said they had perpetrated some kind of sexual coercion 
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(x^ (2) = 7.845. p< .05) were significantly less likely to provide a full set of data than other groups. 
No significant differences were found in relation to the participants' age (25 or under/over 25). 
sexuality (het/bi/homo) or whether or not they had been the 'victim' of any kind of sexual coercion. 
To determine whether there was a particular part of the study that people were less likely to 
complete, the frequency of completion data for each part of the study was examined (see Table 
6.3.1.1). This indicated that the request for participants to ask questions on the vignette page was 
least likely to be completed, vk i^tst the attribution scores related to the vignette were the most likely. 
Hence, fatigue effects dkj not determine the likelihood of completion. 
Table 6.3.1.1 
Comparison of completion vs. non-completlon of questionnaires 
Completed Did not complete 
Vignette 1107 244 
FRMAS 1004 347 
MRMAS 984 367 
MATHS 992 359 
Asking Questions 883 209 
The likelihood of completing each part of the study was then compared to each of the 
observer variables recorded (see Appendix Cviii for full analysis), Chi-square tests indicated that 
females were significantly more likely than males to complete the vignette questionnaire (x^  (1) = 
6.502. p< .05). the FRMAS (x^  (1) = 11.948, p< .01). the MRMAS (x^  (1) = 11.766, p< .01). the 
MATHS (x^  (1) = 15.399, p< .001). and ask questions (x^  (1) = 4.090. p< .05). Non-perpetrators 
were significantly more likely than perpetrators to complete the FRMAS (x^  (1) = 7.740, p< .01). 
MATHS (x^  (1) = 6.908. p< .01) and to complete the section that asked them what questions they 
" Cohen*s kappa could not be calculated for one of the categories (accused's dress) because it did not appear 
in any of the questions asked in the 20% sample. 
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would need to have answered to be certain of the defendant's guilt (x^ (1) = 10.607. p< .01). No 
significant differences were found in relation to participants' age, sexual orientation or whether or 
not they had been the victims of some kind of sexual coercion. 
6.3.2 Sexual Victimisation^ (see Appendbc Cix) 
When likelihood of victimisation was compared, there was strong evidence to suggest that 
the participants most likely to have been sexually victimised were female (x^ (1) = 43.394. p< 
.001). over 25 (x^ (1) = 10.756. p< .01), bisexual (x^ (2) = 43.906. p< .001) and/or had perpetrated 
some kind of sexual coercion (x^ (1) = 39.080. p< .001). Moreover, the type of sexual coercion 
experienced by most participants concerned the level of their partner's arousal (see Table 6.3.2.1). 
Conversely, the least number of participants said that their partner had threatened to end the 
relationship or use some other kind of pressurising argument. This shows that most instances of 
sexual coercion do not conform to the classic rape script. Nevertheless. 14.70% of the participants 
who provided relevant data said that they had been physically forced to have sex against their will. 
Table 6.3.2.1 
Comparison of frequencies for different types of victimisation 
Type of Victimisation Experienced Did Not Experience Total 
'No'was ignored 241 1015 1256 
Partner too aroused 348 906 1254 
Vert)ally pressured 164 1089 1253 
Physically forced 184 1069 1253 
Chi-square comparisons were then conducted between the observer variables and each 
type of victimisation to determine whether or not observers' sex, age, sexuality and perpetration 
were significantly related to the type of victimisation experienced. The participants most likely to 
have had their refusals ignored were female (x^ (1) = 44.558, p< .001). over 25 (x^ (1) = 16.209, 
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p< .001). bisexual (x^  (2) = 34.343, p< .001), and/or had not perpetrated any kind of sexual 
coercion (x^  (1) = 24.609. p< .001). Similarty, the people significantly most likely to have been 
coerced by their partner's level of arousal were female (x^  (1) = 17.114. p< .001), bisexual (x^  (2) 
= 38.169, p< .001) and/or had perpetrated some kind of sexual coercion (x^  (1) = 36.752. p< .001). 
However, no significant differences were found in relation to observers' age (x^  (1) = 3.449, p= 
.063). 
The participants significantly most likely to have been coerced into unwanted sex by the 
use of some pressurising argument were again female (x^  (1) = 10.352, p< .01), over 25 (y^ (1) = 
29.620. p< .001). bisexual (x^  (2) = 45.395. p< .001), and/or had perpetrated some kind of sexual 
coercion (x^  (1) = 29.184, p< .001). Similariy, those most likely to have been physically forced into 
having unwanted sex were female (x^  (1) = 55.564, p< .001), over 25 (x^  (1) = 21.734. p< .001), 
bisexual (x^  (2) = 45.272, p< .001). and/or had perpetrated some kind of sexual coercion (x^  (1) = 
4.521. p< .05). 
6-3.3 Perpetration (see Appendbc Cx for full S P S S output) 
Similar comparisons of the frequency of perpetration for different types of sexual coercion 
showed that the most common form of coercion that participants admitted to implicated their level 
of arousal (see Table 6.3.3.1). Furthermore, males (x^  (1) = 34.053, p< .001), people over 25 { x 
(1) = 12.631, p< .001) and victims of sexual coercion (x^  (1) = 39.080, p< .001) were more likely to 
admit perpetrating some kind of sexual coercion than other groups. No significant differences were 
found in relation to the participants' sexuality^. 
Examination of the type of person most likely to engage in the different sorts of sexual 
coercion showed that males (x^ (1) = 20.901. p< .001) and/or partidpants over 25 (x^  (1)= 19.000. 
< .001) were significantly more likely to admit ignoring their partner's refusal than others. Of those 
who said they were so aroused they thought it was useless to try and stop themselves, males were 
significantly more likely than females to consider themselves too aroused (x^  (1) = 29.019, p< 
" At times the sum of these figures equals more than the total number of participants because some 
participants had experienced more than one type of coercion. 
^ Although cel ls related to se?aiality had an expected coum of less than 5, which would nonnally require Fisher's 
Exact Probability to be calculated, it was deemed acceptable to take Pearson's Probability because less than 20% (16.7%; 
of the cells had less than the minimum expected count (Tahachnik & Fidell, 2001). 
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.001). No significant differences were found in relation to participants' age. Examination of those 
who said they had used a coercive argument to obtain sex indicated that males (x^  (1) = 5.217. p< 
.05). or those over 25 (x^  (1) = 4.188. p< .05) were significantly more likely to threaten an unwilling 
partner. Males were also more likely to use physical force (x^  (1) = 7.318, p< .01). No other 
significant differences were found. 
Table 6.3.3.1 
Comparison of frequencies for perpetration of different types of sexual coercion 
Type of Coercion Experienced No Experience Total 
'No'v^ras Ignored 66 1234 1300 
Partner too aroused 79 1221 1300 
Verbally pressured 34 1264 1298 
Physically forced 20 1280 1300 
6.3.4 Tests of Assumptions 
Before each of the hypotheses could be tested using a multivariate analysis of covariance 
(MANCOVA) it was first necessary to test the assumptions required for its application. The 
assumption regarding independence of observations was automatically met because each sample 
was randomly obtained and each observation was independent of all other observations. However, 
unequal numbers of participants in each condition (see Figure 6.3.4.1) dictated that any follow-up 
analysis comparing IVs v^th more than two levels (e.g. observers' sexuality) would require Scheffe 
post-hocs (Pallant, 2001). 
The minimum number of cases in each cell to ensure that the model was robust enough to 
cope with modest violations of normality (n=20) was exceeded. This was important because 
normality tests (see Appendix Cxi) revealed that none of the sample distributions were normally 
distributed, and Box's M tests (see Appendix Cxii) indicated that the homogeneity of variance-
covariance matrices was violated at the .001 level in relation to sample origin and observers' age. 
However, Tabachnik and Fidell (2001) have argued that Box's M is too strict in cases v t^h large 
sample sizes, and that MANCOVA is sufficiently robust to cope with non-normal distributions, 
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particularty when there is a large sample. Therefore, these violations were not considered major 
threats to the integrrty of the analyses 
Figure 6 3 4 1 Number of participants in each condition 
Number of participants in each condition 
Vignette 
Levene s tests (see Appendix Cxiii) to check homogeneity of variance indicated that this 
assumption was also violated in virtually every case (with the exception of the guilty scores In four 
of the six sample comparisons) Again, this was not considered problematic as Linquisfs (1971) 
Monte Carlo analyses demonstrated that ANOVA is robust to heterogeneity of variances well 
beyond those encountered here Furthermore, scatterplots of the relationships between each of the 
DVs and covariates confirmed the absence of any curvilinear relationships that may prove 
problematic for an analysis of covanance (see Appendix Cxiv). Moreover, multicollmearity checks 
(see TaWe 6 3 4 1) revealed no relationships between DVs above the minimum level ( 8) 
considered a threat to MANCOVAs (Pallant, 2001) despite some significant correlations between 
DVs 
MANCOVA is less robust against large numbers of outliers or values that are too extreme 
within each sample distnbution (Pallant. 2001). and box plots revealed outliers in 18 of the 40 
sample distnbutions (see Appendix Cxv). It was not possible to rectify this problem by transforming 
the scores t)ecause outliers were not present in every sample distribution As most of the 
distnbutions with sufficient numbers of outliers to prove troublesome for MANCOVA were related to 
'precipitation' scores, it was decided to remove them from further analyses 
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Table 6.3.4.1 
Tests for multicollinearity and singularity 
Correlations between Dependent Variables 
GUILTY TRUTH PRECIPrr P R E V E N T 
GUILTY Pearson Conelatkxi 1 .700" .063" .112" 
Sig. (2-taiIed) .000 .037 .000 
N 1100 1096 1096 1096 
T R U T H Pearson Conelation .700" 1 -.036 .004 
Sig. (2-taiIed) .000 . .245 .885 
N 1096 1096 1096 1096 
P R E C I P I T Pearson Conelation .063* -.035 1 .435" 
Sig. (2-4aited) .037 .245 . .000 
N 1096 1098 1096 1096 
PREVErrr Pearson Correlation .112" .004 .435" 1 
Sig. (2-taited) .000 .885 .000 
N 1096 1096 1096 1096 
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2.tailed). 
To determine which IVs were most closely related to the DVs (and therefore most suitable 
for inclusion in a MANCOVA model) a bivariate correlation was calculated (see Table 6.3.4.2). 
Ideally, each covariate should correlate substantially v^ rith each DV. but not with the other 
covariates^ (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Examination of these relationships indicated that none of 
the correlations between covariates exceeded the .80 level. Therefore, all of the covariates were 
deemed suitable for inclusion. Furthermore, summary descriptive statistics calculated from the DV 
scores for each sample distribution indicated that all of the sample distributions had levels of skew 
and kurtosis were within the recommended limits of less than +2 and greater than -2. 
Table 6.3.4.2 
Pain/i^se correlations between covariates and dependent Variables 
Guilty Tnjth Prevent FRMAS MRMAS MATHS 
Guilty 1.0 .70** .11" .09" .06 .05 
Truth .70" 1.0 .00 -.04 -.03 -.03 
Prevent .11" .00 1.0 .32" .28" .24** 
FRMAS ,09" -.04 .32" 1.0 .42" .49** 
MRMAS .06 -.03 .28" .42" 1.0 .37" 
MATHS .05 -.03 .24" .49" .37" 1.0 
" Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
" Pallant (2001) suggests that oovariates with a correlation greater than .80 should be removed from further 
analyses. 
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6.3.5 Hypotheses testing 
This study set out to test the null hypotheses that there would be no significant differences 
in MATHS, female and male RMA or attribution scores due to the observers' age. sex. sexuality, 
cultural origin or their status as a victim or perpetrator of sexual aggression. In addition, the null 
hypotheses that there would be no differences in scores and observers* subjective definitions of 
rape due to the sex or sexuality of the victim and perpetrator were also tested. However, due to 
SPSS's limitations concerning the maximum number of variables that can be included in a model 
with such a large data set^. it was not possible to conduct a Roy-Bargmann step-down analysis 
that simultaneously included all of the relevant variables. Therefore, the effects of the IVs and 
covariates had to be examined in smaller models using a Bonferroni adjustment of .0167 to 
compensate for the increased risk of Type I error and the violation of assumptions. To further 
compensate for the unequal sample sizes and assumption violations, Piilau's trace was selected 
for its greater robustness (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
(a) Cultural differences (see Appendix Cxvi for full SPSS output) 
To test for differences due to culture, the first MANCOVA model included sample origin 
(usa/uk/other), and the four manipulated IVs (sex and sexuality of perpetrator and victim), whilst 
controlling for the effects of the covariates: female rape myth acceptance (FRMAS); male rape 
myth acceptance (MRMAS); and attitudes towards homosexuality (MATHS). Multivariate tests 
revealed no significant differences (except in relation to FRMAS and MRMAS scores) due to the 
nationality of participants, enabling this variable to be excluded from further models. However, 
examination of the adjusted means provided some evidence to suggest that American and British 
samples tended to make more extreme judgements on all three DVs (that the perpetrator is guilty, 
the victim is telling the truth and could have prevented their attack) than non-Anglo-American 
samples (see Table 6.3.5.1). 
^ Attempts were made to run the complete model on se\'en different computers, which resulted in the SPSS 
error message ^insufficient resources to complete command'. 
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Table 6.3.5.1 
Adjusted mean attribution scores comparing sample origin 
5. Sample origlo 
Confidence Intefval 
Dependem Variable Sample ofinin Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY 33733^° 9.773 14,561 52915 
usa 60632"* 5.106 50613 70651 
uk 4.570 47.744 65,682 
otDer 49654»* 4093 41.620 57.688 
TRUTH 31.466"* 9.132 13544 49,389 
usa 56982"* 4.769 46.621 65343 
uk 55,205"* 4.270 46.825 63.585 
aOvs <9,2D9"* 3825 41.703 56.716 
PREVENT 22628"* 9 223 4,526 40.730 
usa 38,499"* 4817 29044 47.954 
uk 41.260"* 4,313 32796 49.725 
other 28.171"* 3883 20590 35.753 
a. Corariatis appearing in the rnxlel are evaluatBd el (he foOm^ 
17.5268, MRMAS = 21.4087. MATHS = 78.1213. 
b. Based on modified poputatan marginal mean. 
(b) Sex differences (see Appendbc Cxvii for full S P S S output) 
To test the null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference in attribution scores 
based on the sex of participants, a MANCOVA model as above, replacing sample origin with 
observer sex, vras conducted. Multivariate tests revealed a significant relationship between FRMAS 
(F(3. 893) = 9.97. p<.001) and MRMAS (F(3. 893) = 5.75. p<.01) scores and the combined DVs 
when the influence of all the other variables in the model had been controlled for. However, when 
each DV was considered separately, between-sutjjects tests indicated that FRMAS (F(1, 893) = 
25.76. p<.001) and MRMAS (F(1, 893) = 17.26. p<.001) scores were only significantly related to 
victim prevention scores. However, re-examination of the relevant scatterplots revealed only slight 
evidence to suggest that people who were high in FRMAS were also more certain that the victim 
could have prevented their attack (see Figure 6.3.5.2), whereas MRMAS scores seemed to be 
relatively evenly distributed across the range of victim prevention scores (see Figure 6.3.5.3)^. 
^ High FRMAS, MRMAS and MATHS scores indicate high le\'els of rape myth acceptance or a highly 
negatiw attitude lou-ards homosexuals. 
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Figure 6 3 5 2 Relationship between F R M A S and Victim Prevention Scores 
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No other significant mam effects or interactions were found in relation to participants' sex 
However, inspection of the adjusted means did provide some evidence to support the hypothesis 
that males would hold the defendant less guilty and consider the victim less truthful and more aWe 
to prevent their attack than females (see Table 6 3 5 2) 
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Table 6.3.5.2 
Adjusted mean attribution scores of males and females 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable sex Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY female 4.288 55.279 72.112 
male 51.234^** 4.482 42.438 60.031 
TRUTH female 59.93ia.»> 3.968 5Z142 67.720 
male 52.799^** 4.148 44.658 60.940 
PREVENT female 37.739^** 4.072 29.747 45.731 
male 40.823^** 4.256 32.470 49.176 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
17.5454. MRMAS = 21.4177. MATHS = 78.0952. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
(c) Age differences (see Appendix Cxviii for full SPSS output) 
To test the null hypothesis that there would be no significant difference in attribution scores 
based on the age of participants, the above MANCOVA model, replacing observer sex with age, 
vkfas tested. In this instance, multivariate tests on the combined DVs revealed main effects in 
relation to age (F(3. 860) = 6.56. p<.001). FRMAS (F(3. 860) = 9.54. p<.001) and MRMAS (F(3. 
860) = 6.05, p<.001). Again, examination of the tests of between-subjects effects indicated that the 
significant dffference implicating FRMAS and MRMAS scores only related to victim prevention 
scores. More interestingly, significant differences related to age were found for all of the DVs using 
a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0167. Inspection of the estimated marginal means showed 
that older participants were less certain regarding all three of the DVs (see Table 6.3.5.3). No other 
significant main effects or interactions were found in relation to participants' age. 
Table 6.3.5.3 
Adjusted mean attrit)ution scores of older vs. younger participants' scores 
95% Confidence Intewal 
Dependent Variable catage Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY 25 or under 63.254a.'' 3.230 56.915 69.593 
26 or over 43.747*** 3.569 36.741 50.753 
TRUTH 25 or under 60.3303'** 2.996 54.449 66.211 
26 or over 47.110*'> 3.312 40.610 53.610 
PREVENT 25 or under 40.598*^ 3.065 34.582 46.615 
26 or over 29.917*^ 3.388 23.268 36.566 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the fonowing values: FRMAS = 
17.5399. MRMAS = 21.3926, MATHS = 77.9843. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
To test Lemer*s (1970) theory of a just worid against Shaver's (1970) defensive 
attributional model (i.e. that similarities between the observers and the victim will affect the pattern 
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of attributions), a variety of models that matched aspects of the participants' demographics with the 
victim were manipulated. The first of these was related to the participant and victim's sexuality. 
(d) Differences related to observer sexuality (see Appendix Cxix for full S P S S output) 
Observers' age was replaced with their sexuality to determine whether a match between 
the victim and observer's sexuality explained significant differences in participants' certainty of the 
perpetrator's guilt, the victim's truthfulness and whether the victim could have prevented the event. 
Again, multivariate tests indicated that the only significant main effects at the Bonfenoni adjusted 
level of .0167 were related to FRMAS (F(3, 852) = 9.09, p<.001) and MRMAS (F(3. 852) = 6.19. 
p<.001) scores. Tests of between-subject effects revealed that the significant relafionships 
between FRMAS (F(1, 889) = 22.96. p<.001) and MRMAS (F(1, 889) = 18.54. p<.001) scores were 
related to vic^m prevention scores when the influence of the other IVs had been controlled for. 
However, based on the scatterpfots generated and the amount of variance accounted for by this 
model (r^  = .18) the strength of this relationship was not deemed to be particulariy strong. No other 
significant main effects or interactions were found in relation to the sexuality of participants. 
(e) Differences related to observer victim status (see Appendix Cxx for full SPSS output) 
To determine whether or not being the victim of sexual coercion was related to greater 
perpetrator guilt and victim truthfulness scores and less certainty that the victim could have 
prevented their assault, a MANCOVA model containing observers* victim status, perpetrator and 
victim sex arrd sexuality as IVs and FRMAS. MRMAS and MATHS as covariates was tested. 
Multivariate tests indicated the only significant differences in the scores of victims vs. non-victims 
related to FRMAS (F(3, 852) = 9.90, p<.001) and MRMAS (F(3. 852) = 5.66. p<.01). Moreover, 
tests of between-subjects effects showed FRMAS (F(1. 886) = 25.74. p<.001) and MRMAS (F(1, 
886) = 17.02, p<.001) scores were only significantly related to victim prevention scores, accounting 
for just 17% of the variance in the model. No other significant main effects or interactions were 
found in relation to the participants' victim status. However, inspection of the marginal means 
indicated that people who had not been the victim of any kind of sexual coercion generally tended 
to be (ess certain that the defendant was guilty or that the victim was telling the truth, and more 
certain that the victim could have prevented their attack than people who said that they had been 
coerced into unwanted sex (see Table 6.3.5.4). 
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Table 6.3.5.4 
Adjusted mean attribution scores of victims vs. non-vidims 
Dependent Variable VICTIM Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Irrtewal 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Has not been a victim 
Has been a victim 
52.720^0 
60.006^*' 
4.704 
4.761 
43.487 
50.662 
61.953 
69.351 
TRUTH Has not been a victim 
Has been a victim 
55.1063.'' 
55.794^*' 
4.342 
4.395 
46.583 
47.168 
63.629 
64.421 
PREVENT Has not been a virfim 
Has been a victim 
41.218^^ 
35.034^'' 
4.472 
4.526 
32.441 
26.151 
49.995 
43.917 
a. Covariates appearing in the mode! are evaluated at the foDowing values: FRMAS = 17.5440, 
MRMAS = 21.4323, MATHS = 78.1862. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
If) Differences related to observer perpetrator status (see Appendix Cxxi for full SPSS 
output) 
To test the null hypotheses that there would be no significant differences found due to 
participants* perpetrator status, the above MANCOVA model was conducted, replacing participants* 
victim status with their perpetrator status. Multivariate tests revealed a significant relationship 
between FRMAS (F(3. 856) = 8.89. p<.001) and MRMAS (F(3. 856) = 6.26. p<.001) scores and the 
combined DVs. Tests of between-subjeds effects confirmed that significant differences in FRMAS 
(F(1. 886) = 22.22. p<.001) and MRMAS (F(1, 886) = 18.77. p<.001) scores were only in relation to 
vicfim prevention scores. No other significant main effects or interactions were found. However, 
inspection of the marginal means indicated that people who said they had perpetrated some kind of 
sexual coerdon generally tended to be more certain in relation to all three dependent variables 
than people who said that they had not been (see labie 6.3.5.5). 
Table 6.3.5.5 
Adjusted mean attritxition scores of perpetrators vs. non-perpetrators 
Dependent Variable PERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
57.551^^ 3.475 
5.883 
50.731 
47.727 
64.371 
70.820 
TRUTH Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
55.784^^ 
58.755^'' 
3.214 
5.442 
49.475 
48.074 
62.092 
69.437 
PREVENT Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
38.3583'^  
47.0853''' 
3.293 
5.576 
31.895 
36.142 
44.821 
58.028 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the foDowing values: FRMAS = 17.5372, 
MRMAS = 21.4266, MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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(9) Differences related to the sex and sexuality of the perpetrator and victim (see 
Appendix Cxxii for full S P S S output) 
Multivariate tests examining the effect of the sex and sexuality of the perpetrator and victim 
indicated a significant relationship between FRMAS (F(3. 871) = 5.75. p<.01) and MATHS (F(3, 
871) = 11.26, p<.001) scores and the combined DVs. Tests of beiween-subjects effects revealed 
significant differences in FRMAS (F(1. 886) = 12.84. p<.001) and MATHS (F(1, 886) = 31.42. 
p<.001) scores were only in relation to victim prevention scores. Despite the lack of significant 
differences found in relation to the sex and sexuality of the perpetrator and victim however, 
inspection of the adjusted means for each of the models above showed that people tended to be 
more certain the perpetrator was guilty and believe the victim's account (despite being more certain 
that the victim could have prevented their attack) when the perpetrator was female in all of the 
models that were tested. Similariy. the adjusted means also suggested that people tended to be 
more certain of the guilt of the perpetrator and believe the victim when the victim was female, in 
virtually every case^. Participants were also less certain that the victim could have prevented their 
attack when the victim was female in four of the six models tested (with the exception of the models 
testing the observers' sexuality and victim status). 
When the adjusted means for each of the DVs in relation to the perpetrator and victim's 
sexual orientation were examined for each of the models, there was also evidence to suggest that 
people were more certain of the defendants guilt and that the victim was telling the truth when the 
perpetrator was gay in every case. Moreover, participants were less likely to think that the victim 
could have prevented their attack in conditions where the perpetrator was gay in virtually every 
case (with the exception of the model that included the sexuality and perpetrator status of the 
observers). In addition, participants tended to be more certain of the defendants guilt when the 
victim was gay in the majority of models (with the exception of the model testing otiserver's sex). 
Moreover, gay victims were more (ikely to be believed than heterosexual victims in each case, 
whilst people were more certain that heterosexual victims could have prevented their attack more 
than gay victims in the majority of cases (with the exception of the model testing sample origin). 
As many of the differences between adjusted means were quite large, a MANOVA model 
containing all of the IVs and participant variables, but without any of the covariates was conducted 
Chapter 6: Unblurring the boundaiy: ] 58 
(see Appendix Cxxiri) to determine whether their absence could account for the inconsistent 
findings of past research and the lack of significant differences in the models previously described. 
Muttivariate test revealed significant main effects in relation to participants' sex (F(4,1026) = 10.02. 
p<.001); age (F(4.1026)= 11.87. p<.001); and perpetrator status (F(4.1026) = 4.39. p<.01). 
Examination of the tests of between-subjects effects and adjusted means indicated that males 
were significantly less certain of the victim's Inrthfulness (F(1,1049) = 9.91. p<.01)and more 
certain that the vidim could have prevented their attack (F{1,1049) = 27.20, p<:.001) than females. 
Older participants were less certain of the defendant's guilt (F(1.1G49) = 23.41. p<.001). or that the 
victim could have prevemed their attack (F(1,1049) = 23.40. p<.001). Conversely, participants who 
said they had perpetrated some kind of sexual coercion were more certain that the victim could 
have prevented their attack (F(1,1049) = 13.55, p<.001) using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of 
.0167'\ 
(h) Rape Myth Acceptance 
To further explain the relationship between RMA and rape attributions, people were divided 
into high or low RMA groups by a median split, with RMA treated as an IV, rather than a covariate. 
The other IVs included in the model were the sex and sexuality of the victim and perpetrator. In this 
instance, multivariate tests revealed a significant relationship between the combined DVs and 
levels of FRMAS (F(3.887) = 3.63. p<.0167). but not MRMAS (see Appendix Cxxiv). Tests of 
between-sut)jects factors again indicated that FRMAS had a significant relationship with victim 
prevention scores, whereby those with high FRMAS scores were more certain that the victim could 
have prevented their attack (M=58.61) than those with low FRMAS scores (M=32.45). T-tests to 
determine whether older participants elicrted significantly higher levels of RMA than younger 
participants (see Appendix Cxxv) found a significant difference in the mean FRMAS scores of older 
and younger participants (t(971) = -3.13, F><.01). Participants over 25 showed lower levels of 
FRMAS (M=16.91) than younger participants (M=18.12). However, no significant differences were 
found in relation to MRMAS scores. 
" hi the model testing sample origin, people were more certain of the defendant's guilt when the victim was 
male. 
'^ Older participants were also less certain thai the victim was telling the truth, and perpeUntors w c t c less 
certain that the defendant was guilty at the .05 level, but not the Bonferroni adjusted level. 
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(i) Subjective definitions/reconstructions of rape 
Before comparisons of people's reconstructions of rape on the basis of the victim and 
perpetrator's sex and sexuality were conducted, the numbers of participants who indicated ttiat the 
vignette had or had not provided them with sufficient information were compared. The majority of 
partidpants (55.7%) said the vignette had not provided sufficient information to be certain of guilt. 
Following this a chi-square comparison was conducted of the British. American and non-Anglo-
American responses regarding sufficiency (see Appendbc Cxxvi). This revealed a significant 
difference in the proportion of partidpants from each sample origin who said that the vignette had 
not provided suffident information { x (3) = 23.52, p< .001). In this instance. 49.0% of the 
Americans. 64.3% of the British, and 53.8% of the partidpants from other countries said that the 
vignette had not provided suffident information on wrhich to base a judgement. 
Examination of the number of partidpants wrfio asked questions in each category (see 
Appendix Cxxvii) indicated that the most common information (36.7%) sought by partidpants 
across conditions related to v^ether the defendant and the victim knew each other, whilst the least 
common related to the perpetrator's dress (0.1%). Interestingly, the only partidpant to ask v^ rhat the 
perpetrator vras wearing partidpated in the condition v^ere a heterosexual woman v ^ s accused of 
raping a heterosexual man. Only three partidpants asked about virfiether or not the victim v/as in a 
relationship at the time of the assault.^ Therefore, these categories were removed from further 
analysis. 
To determine vt^ether people's sut>jective definitions of rape differed as a function of the 
sex and sexuality of the perpetrator and victim, chi-square tests comparing the frequences that 
each of the question categories were asked in each condition were conducted (see Appendix 
Cxxviii for relevant examples). The only significant difference found in relation to any of the victim 
categories concerned the vidim's build (x^ (15) = 94.85, p< .001). Examination of the frequency 
table for this category indicated that the partidpants most likely to ask about the build of the victim 
took part in the conditions where a heterosexual female raped a heterosexual male (n=23), or a 
lesbian raped a heterosexual or homosexual male (n=15). 
" These participants took part in the conditions where a homosexual male was accused of raping a 
heterosexual female, a heterosexual female raped a heterosexual male, or a heterosexual male assaulted a 
homosexual male. 
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Significant differences found in relation to the perpetrator concerned whether the 
perpetrator used a weapon (x^  (15) = 35.85. p< .01); their physical build {-^ (15) = 77.32. p< .001); 
sexual history (x^  (15) = 45.62. p< .001); pre-attack behaviour (x^  (15) = 28.30, p< .05); and 
truthfulness { x (15) - 94.85. p< .05). Here, the participants most likely to ask about whether or not 
the perpetrator used a weapon took part in the conditions where a heterosexual female raped a 
heterosexual male (n=32) or a homosexual male (n=28). or a homosexual male (n=26), or lesbian 
(n=25) raped a homosexual mate. TtK>se most likely to ask atx)ut the perpetrator's build took part in 
the conditions where a heterosexual female raped a heterosexual male (n=21), or a lesbian or 
heterosexual female raped a homosexual male (n=16). People vi^ ho participated in the conditions 
v4iere a homosexual male rapes a lesbian (n=14) and vice versa (n=12), or a heterosexual male 
rapes a heterosexual male (n=11) or a homosexual male rapes a heterosexual female (n=9) were 
most likely to ask about the perpetrator's sexual history. Those most likely to ask about the 
perpetrator's pre-attack behaviour participated in the condition where a heterosexual male raped a 
heterosexual female (n=6) or a heterosexual male (n=6). Firrally. those most likely to ask about the 
perpetrator's truthfulness took part in the conditions vt^ere a homosexual male raped a lesbian 
(n=6) and vice versa (n=3). 
The only significant differences found in relation to the drcumstances surrourtding the 
scenarios related to how the defendant had been identified (x^  (15) = 34.24. p< .01); and what type 
of sex acts had been performed { x (15) = 43.83. p< .001). In this instance, the participants most 
likely to ask how the perpetrator had been identified took part in the condition where a heterosexual 
male raped a heterosexual male (n=23), a lesbian (n=20), or a heterosexual ferrtale (n=18). 
Whereas, those who participated in the conditions where a lesbian raped a heterosexual female 
(n=11) or heterosexual male (n=10). or a heterosexual female raped a heterosexual female or 
homosexual male (n=9) were most likely to ask what sexual acts were involved. No other 
significant differences in relation to any other question categories were found. 
To investigate the hypothesis that high levels of rape myth acceptance (RMA) are related 
to narrower rape definitions, participants were grouped into high and low levels of RMA by dividing 
FRMAS and MRMAS scores across the median. Independent-sample t-tests (see Appendix Cxxix) 
revealed significant differences in the mean number of questions asked by people who were high 
or low in female rape myth acceptance (t(965)=-2.96, p<.01). whereby those who scored high in 
FRMAS (M=3.17. SD=3.64) asked fewer questions than the low FRMAS group (M= 4.13. 
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SD=3.60). However, no significant differences were found in relation to levels of MRMAS (t(975)=-
1.27. p=.20). 
6.4 Discussion 
Chapter 1 argued that the inconsistent findings of past research could reflect the 
interactions between a stud/s IVs and other unmeasured variables, such as rape myth acceptance 
(RMA), and the country in vbrhich research was conducted. Consequently, this experiment 
simultaneously measured more variables than any known study and was conducted cross-
culturally. Despite the limitations of current statistical packages to cope with such large models, the 
results repeatedly indicated a stronger relationship between RMA and attribution scores than the 
other IVs tested (with the exception of age). Hence, whilst there was no evidence to support 
Krah&s (1991) suggestion that inconsistent past findings are a cultural effect, there was very 
strong evidence to suggest that patriarchal rape myths facilitate narrower reconstructions of rape 
that enable the majority of defendants to be acquitted, vi^ich undoubtedly contributes to the 
secondary victimisation of victims and low rates of reporting. Hence, research needs to account for 
RMA as a matter of course, and make efforts to deconstruct the rape myths that lead to the 
secondary victimisation of victims to promote positive changes. 
Indeed, wUen RMA was removed from the model, more of the expected significant 
differences (e.g. sex differences) were found, strengthening the assertion that inconsistencies in 
past findings could be due to unmeasured RMA. In this instance, males were less certain that the 
victim was telling the truth and more likely to think the victim could have prevented their attack than 
females. Similariy, participants who admitted perpetrating some kind of sexual coercion were more 
likely to think that the victim could have prevented their attack than non-perpetrators. This provides 
some evidence for Shaver's (1970) defensive attributional model (DFA), vy i^ch predicts that 
observers wilt be more lenient towards the victim when they see their own victimisation as highly 
probable. Indeed, an alternative explanation for these findings can also be provided by DFA. 
whereby it could be argued that the same ego-defence mechanisms are at play when observers 
regard themselves as more similar to the perpetrator than the victim. Analysis of participants' 
demographic data would go some way to support this suggestion because it showed that males 
were more likely to admit perpetrating some kind of sexual coercion than females. However, the 
finding that those who said they had been the victims of sexual coercion were also more likely to 
have perpetrated some kind of sexual coercion weakens this assertion somewhat. 
Chapter 6: Unbluning the boundary: 162 
To test the ecological validity of the vignette paradigm this experiment replicated Krahfe's 
(1991) research by adopting the same vignette and asking participants whether or not they had 
been provided with sufficient information. In Krah^'s (1991) original study, 40.8% of the British 
sample and 60% of German participants felt unable to make a judgement. The results of this study 
concurred with Krah^'s (1991) by showing that over half the total sample regarded the vignette as 
insufficient to meet their needs, and confirmed the existence of cultural differences in people's 
readiness to accept the limited information in a vignette. However, in this instance. British 
participants were most likely to reject the amount of information provided by the vignette, whilst 
Americans were least likely to say there v/as not enough information. This goes beyond the content 
of people's reconstructions to suggest a cultural influence on people's confidence in forming 
impressions about a rape scenario. However, further cross-cultural research is needed to elucidate 
this finding further. 
In addition, comparisons t>etween the number of different questions asked to obtain 
sufficient information on which to base a judgement and people's level of RMA. supported Burt and 
Albin's (1981) finding that high levels of female rape myth acceptance are related to narrower rape 
definitions. This provides some support for the suggestion that, even in modern cultures, people 
intemalise socially derived rape myths that are supported and enabled by a patriarchal ideology. 
However, this finding did not extend to male RMA. Therefore further research is needed to 
understand why. 
However, because there was no single category of question that was asked by all 
participants in a particular condition. SRC's assertion that ideologies may be thought of as 
collective representations (see Chapter 3) was somewhat undermined. Instead, the diversity in the 
questions suggests that people have their own unique ideas about what constitutes rape, and 
confirmed this as a potential cause of low conviction rates. However, it is difficult to detemiine 
whether or not the origins of this diversity can be posited as evidence of the influence of an 
individual on their representations or because patriarchy can emerge in. and influence, people's 
reconstructions in many different ways. Hence, further research and academic debate is needed to 
identify methodology(s) that can t^ etter identify when reconstructions reflect individual, social or 
collective representations. 
Whilst belief in male rape myths was not associated with narrower rape definitions, 
analysis of people's questions did provide some evidence to suggest that people's social 
reconstructions of rape differ as a function of the sex and sexuality of the victim and perpetrator. 
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Here, the content of the questions suggested that people are more indined to draw on rape myths 
when presented with scenarios that fall outside of the 'dassic rape script'. For example, people's 
questions generally centred on the size of the victim ard perpetrator, and whether a weapon v/as 
used when a female was accused of raping a man, and on the past sexual experiences and 
truthfulness of the perpetrator when s/he was accused of raping someone incongruent with their 
sexuality (e.g. when a homosexual male raped a female). Similarty, people generally tended to ask 
for details of the sexual acts that were involved in conditions with female perpetrators (e.g. where a 
gay female was accused of raping a heterosexual man or woman or a heterosexual woman was 
accused of raping a heterosexual female or gay man). Hence. Study 3 provided some further 
support for Study I's finding that contemporary men and women's reconstructions of rapsts reflect 
the rape myths that male rape is solely an act of anal penetration that is motivated by the need for 
sexual gratification, and that women lack the necessary strength or biological equipment to commit 
rape. This is important because the previous studies have shown how constructions that position 
women as passive, asexual recipients and men as dominant, sexual predators rightfully in charge 
of sexual relations serve to maintain patriarchal subject positions and render many male vidims 
and female sexuality Invisible. 
In addifion, these results suggest that the dominant practice of manipulating a few 
variables in a vignette and then asking participants to make a judgement atx^ut the victim and 
perpetrator via questionnaires is insufficient for elucidating the full complexity of the fadors that 
come into play v^en people make rape attributions (Anderson & Doherty. 1997; Anderson et al.. 
2001; Krahfe, 1991). Moreover, they highlight the need to provide the public with infomnation about 
all possible rape scenarios to promote attributions that do not draw so heavily on rape myths. 
Whilst no support was found for the suggestion that negative attitudes to homosexuals are 
inversely related to age (Herek, 1984; Kurdek, 1988). partidpants' age vras the only variable other 
than RMA to have a significant relationship to any of the DVs. However, unlike previous findings 
(as cited in Anderson et al.. 2001). older participants provided less extreme scores in relation to all 
of the DVs than the younger cohort, and displayed significantly lower levels of FRMA than the 
younger group. Possible reasons for this could lie in the cut-off point by vi^ich young and old 
groups were divided (25 or under vs. over 25). the large difference in the sizes of each sample 
group (895 vs. 405). or greater caution in older people when making attributions. Hence, further 
research v/ith sample distribufions that are better defined is needed. As the absence of significant 
main effeds in relation to most group categories undermined S R T s notion of consensuality and 
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supported the mulfi-dimensional explanation proposed by SRC. the next chapter discusses the 
findings in relation to SRC. how these relate to Studies 1 and 2 and existing research, and the 
weaknesses in the research that need to be considered before the implications of this research can 
be properly determined. 
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7 
Discussion 
1 u-as tying there alone with my jeans round my ankles thinking, 'shit, IVe just been raped", 
and ! knew Yd never be able to tell anyone because they wwildnt believe me." 
7.1 Aims of the thesis 
The main aim of this thesis was to bridge gaps in rape perception research by exploring 
people's judgements of perpetrator-victim dyads that deviate from the 'classic rape scripf (e.g. men 
as 'victims' and women as 'perpetrators') to offer an understanding of the factors that discourage 
male survivors from reporting their assault, and enable female offenders to be excluded from legal 
and everyday definitions of rape. To achieve this, a new theory of soctat perceptions and their 
relationship to attributions was developed (the theory of social re-constructionism - SRC), and three 
studies conducted, comprising both qualitative and quantitative methods, to determine SRC's 
descriptive and predictive utility. This necessitated the development of a new research frameworic 
(presented in Chapter 3) that explained how a multi-method approach can overcome many of the 
limitations of dichotomous relativist vs. realist positions. 
7.2 Theoretical framework 
A critical evaluation of social representations theory (SRT) presented in Chapter 2 provided 
the rationale for SRC (presented in Chapter 3), and concluded that incorporating social and 
individual influences on people's reconstructions and concomitant attributions could help to unravel 
some of the tensior^s in Moscovici's theory. Hence, the term reconstruction acknov^edges 
individual as well as social influences in the content and usage of representations. Moreover, S R C 
suggested that social representations can be distinguished from individual representations, and 
what might be termed collective/ideological representations. However, the processes involved in 
the adoption of one type of representation can inter-play with the adoption of another. TTierefore, 
the relationships between them were described as reciprocal rather than linear. In this way, S R C 
explained how representations can be simultaneously robust yet changeable by suggesting that it 
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is collective representations that are historically prescriptive arKl slow to change, vbfhereas. 
disparities between someone's own experiences and social representations can motivate them to 
reject or amend (i.e. recortstruct) the content of their representations relatively quickly. 
In explaining the origins of social representations. SRC used epistemological and 
ontological arguments to suggest that the flow of representafiors between the 'realm of authority* 
and the 'worid of the needy consumer" is also reciprocal, with members of the authoritative realm 
bringing their own influence to bear on the v ^ they derive, and espouse, the representations they 
posit. Hence, scientific thinking was dismissed as a pre-requisite for reification because the way 
that social representations are talked about (and often studied) is action-oriented and reflects the 
ideological position of the person providing the representation. Moreover. SRC incorporated v\^at is 
known about minority influence to argue that a represe/Ttation is more likely to be adopted by 
sufficient numbers to be regarded as social when it is presented by someone who is admired 
(Levinger & Schneider. 1969), consistent, certain (Nemeth, Swedtund & Kanki. 1974). and able to 
refute opposing arguments (Clartc, 1990). 
SRC also suggested that a representation that becomes social does so because people 
have a need for it. Hence. SRC explained the different levels of consensus and partial 
representations elucidated by Good (1993) and Potter and Litton (1985) in terms of identity process 
theory (IPT), whereliy representations are privileged in terms of an individual's need for self-
esteem, continuity, distinctiveness and efficacy (Breakwell, 1993). Consequently, the effect of 
making a particular attribution on se/f-identity at least partially determines vtrtiether a representation 
is retained for similar use again. 
Social identities may also affect vi^ether a person adopts a representation. For example, 
group membership may determine a) the representations an individual gets exposed to; b) how 
much attention is paid to them; c) how much access one has to alternative sources of 
representations: and d) a member's relationship with the object of the representation or persons 
purveying the representation. The context of exposure, and consequences of rejecting a group 
representation may also affect whether a representation is accepted. However, people belong to 
many groups, each offering a selection of possible representations. Therefore, the representafion 
that is drawn on may also be determined by the group memfc}ership/s that is/are salient in a 
particular context. In other words, the relationships between social representations, social- and 
self-identity were also described as reciprocal. 
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SRC concurred with SRT by identifying the media as the principal vehicle for disseminating 
representations that become social. Hence, social representations are more likely to originate from 
those in power because they are in a better position to deploy the services of the media than the 
lower echelons of society. Those with less power can also have their reconstructions disseminated 
by the media if they provide some reason, or society has sufficient need. Howrever, the 
amalgamation of the theories that comprise SRC was only possible because a research approach 
that facilitated the integration of previously disparate theories and research practices was 
developed. Therefore, the next three sections summarise the aims of each study conducted for this 
thesis, the implications of their findings for SRC and existing research, and evaluate their methods 
so that this thesis can be fully assessed. 
7.3 Study 1 
7.3.1 Alms of Study 1 
Chapter 3 argued that empirical investigations should start with qualitative studies to 
provide rigour to the process of hypothesis generation. Hence, Study 1 employed semi-structured 
interviews to explore people's reconstructions of a) gender role identities (GRI); b) sexual practices 
(sexuality), and c) perpetrator-victim rape dyads that deviate from, or conform to, the classic rape 
script. Moreover, attention was paid to the purported source, as well as the content, of 
reconstructions to overcome Potter and Utton's (1985) criticisms about assuming rather than 
testing aspects of a theory. 
7.3.2 Summary of findings in relation to SRC and existing research 
Study 1 identified double standards in men and women's lived experiences created by, and 
embedded in, patriarchal gender roles as the dominant theme that supported and enabled 
derogatory attributions (i.e. vkrtiether behaviour was considered 'unacceptable') directed at various 
times to either sex. For example, it extended existing research by showing how (some) British 
people locate the behavioural act of sexual initiation within the context of social norms dictated by 
patriarchy, and use 'moral discourses' and derogatory labelling to explain and justify double 
standards in the way that women and men's sexual and gender role identities were reconstructed 
(Harris et al., 1995; Jackson & Cram, 2003). This served to police behaviour (exhibited by either 
sex) that contravened traditional patriarchal gender roles (Jackson & Cram, 2003; Lees, 1997), 
whilst the robustness and 'collectivity' of ideological representations was demonstrated by 
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revealing the ways that people reproduced patriarchy even as they argued against sexism (cf. 
Billig. 1991; Ediey & Wetherell. 1997). 
Evidence was also found to support SRC's assertion that popular media are the principal 
vehicles by which representations of illegal and normative sexual practices are disseminated to 
sufficient numbers to become social, and extended Harris et al.'s (1995) work with South African 
men by demonstrating how arguments that position sexual responsibility with women in British men 
and women's talk were anchored to. and maintained by. media representations. Hence, Unz (1985) 
and Scul l /s (1990) suggestion that media representations of rape desensitise people to rape 
issues was extended by the finding that media representations of date rape and false rape 
allegations make people hyper-sensitive to the issues, but mainly from the male perspective. More 
importantly for SRC, by evidencing how sexual power can switch back and forth between 
(consenting) partners, regardless of their sex or sexuality, this research supported Nicola Gave/s 
(1996) assertion that women and men do not always eroticlse the power difference between them 
(cf. Jeffreys, 1990), and thus appear to have some agency in whether they adopt media 
representations (of women being 'swayed' from reluctant to consenting objects of male desire by 
being overpowered and coerced). However, there were times when some voiced concerns that 
shifts in sexual power gave (heterosexual) women the potential to be somewhat sexually abusive, 
whilst there were others when people reconstructed the female-perpetrated abuse of men as a 
source of amusement or disbelief. Whiist these viewpoints appeared to be contradictory, both were 
anchored to patriarchal reconstructions of gender roles. Hence, Study 1 evidenced the reciprocal 
relationship between collective representations and attributions asserted by SRC, and identified 
patriarchy as a major contributor to the social context that discourages male survivors from seeking 
support or justice. 
Rape myths were also seen to contribute to this context (cf. Burt, 1980; 1998; Mezey, 
1993; Sarrel & Masters, 1982; Scully, 1990; Struckman-Johnson & Stnjckman-Johnson. 1992). For 
example, rapists were reconstructed as deviant (Extract 16. Section 4 3 . 1 ; Lea et al., 2003), whilst 
male rape was defined as something confined to all-male institutions and/or between homosexuals 
(Groth & Burgess. 1980; Hodge & Canter, 1998) that involves anal penetration, and is motivated by 
a rapist's 'abnormal' need for sexual gratification (Anderson & Sv^^inson, 2001; Benedict, 1992; 
Lea et at., 2003; Ward 1995). Male survivors were reconstnjcted as weaker and "perhaps more 
gay" than 'normal' men. This is important because it supports Groth and Burgess' (1980) 
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suggestion that male victims are reluctant to come forward t)ecause of a fear of having their 
sexuality questioned. 
Study 1 also provided evidence to suggest that (some) representations appear to t>e 
interconnected. For example, the possibility of female perpetrators (of male rape) was omitted from 
people's initial reconstructions of rape because 'ordinary* women were reconstructed as lacking the 
necessary libido, and physical attributes. Hence, participants reconstructed a female rapist as 
particularly large, masculine and unattractive. However, they also argued that the hardest rapes 
for 'victims' would t)e those that involved a perpetrator incongruent with their sexuality, and 
suggested that (heterosexual) men would be more embarrassed than upset to be raped by (even 
the most unattractive) women. In this way, Study 1 provided some 5upp)ort for, and extended work 
by Ford et al. (1998). fVlitchetl et al. (1999), Smith et al. (1988) and White and Robinson (2002) who 
found observers' rape attributions differed as a function of the victim's sexuality. 
This research also provided some evidence of the feedback loop between attributions and 
reconstructions posited by SRC when participants voiced some guilt over their initial assumptions. 
For example, when one woman changed her initial description of the rapist in the vignette from 
female to male after she realised that she had suggested the rapist was female simply to avoid 
being judged as heterosexist, and interviewees said that participating had made them reassess 
their preconceptions about rape. Consequently (in this context), the results supported the 
suggestion that reconstructions can be changed relatively quickly (presumably) to meet a person's 
need for a positive self-identity. However, further research is needed to ascertain whether context 
and ttme-spedfic factors determine when changes in reconstructions are driven by each of the 
identity-related needs identified by Breakwell (1993). Nevertheless, by showing how some 
interviewees endorsed media representations, even v/Uen they knew that media accounts did not 
reflect reality, further support was provided for SRC's assertion that people adopt social 
representations because they meet a need. 
Participants also appeared to have some agency in whether they adopt media 
representations because their reconstructions only seemed to be anchored to them in the absence 
of personal experience and information gained from significant others. However, their willingness to 
express behaviour that deviated from dominant representations disseminated by the media and 
significant others seemed to be constrained by reconstructions of an observer's tolerance for 
divergence (as SRC suggested), which was assessed on the basis of their sex, class and level of 
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education. In other words, people's agency was somewhat constrained by ideologies as critical 
discourse a n a t y ^ (e.g. Billig, 1991; Edwards & Potter. 1992) and SRC have argued. 
Whilst Study 1 appeared to support many of SRC's tenets, it also highlighted the difTiculties 
encountered when trying to disentangle the operations of ideology, context and individual agency. 
SRC's description of collective, social and individual representations neatly packaged th&n as 
distinct, yet related, entities. In practice it may be impossible to separate collective representations 
from self- and social identities because people's self-esteem and what it is to be 'male' and 'female' 
would appear to be at least paitially determined by collective representations of what patriarchy 
dictates is acceptable. The finding that ideologies such as social dass were identified as part of the 
social context that influences people's willingness to express reconstructions that deviate from 
patriarchal nomns also suggests that the findings oould be a product of the research context, rather 
than robust evidence in support of SRC. The next section critically evaluates Study 1's 
methodological features to explore this contention and enable the implications of the findings for 
SRC and existing research to be further assessed. 
7.3.3 Methodological critique of Study 1 
To acknowledge the rhetorical boundaries that interviews set that may not be present in 
natural conversations, semi-structured interviews were adopted over focus groups, and a male final 
year psychology undergraduate (Interviewer B) recruited to interview males in an effort to 
encourage participants to feel freer to express their reconstructions than they might have 
otherwise. Prot>e and follow-up questions were generated, and responses validated, in situ to 
promote a relaxed, informal context. However, the reflexive feedback sessions following each of 
Interviewer B's interviews and examination of the recordings indicated that reconstnjctions and 
consequent analysis may have been constrained because a) accounts had not been sufficiently 
prot)ed; b) sufficient time or the relevant cues were not provided; and/or c) participants were aware 
that the interviewer's viewpoint deviated from their own. In addition, one man's interview could not 
be analysed t)ecause the microphone was placed too far away to make his responses audible. To 
avoid this, the suitatMlity and experience of bo\h interviewers needs to be determined rather than 
assumed, and appropriately positioned visual as well as audio recording equipment utilised. 
Researchers could then compare the reconstructions made available in an interview with those 
shared between groups of friends with no researcher present to explore further the role of context 
and social identities. 
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Chapter 4 justified the 'purposive' sampling of undergraduates because casual sex was 
considered high on their agendas. However, all but one male and female^ were in committed 
relationships at the time of the study, and all participants (with the exception of one man) said that 
they did not actively seek sexual partners when they are single. Perhaps more importantly, no 
homosexual men or women participated, and this could have narrowed the range of responses, 
and contributed to the heterosexism that excludes and marginalises homosexual accounts 
(Kitzinger. 1996). Therefore, future researchers need to detemiine rather than assume whether 
their sample is truly purposive, and include homosexual participants. 
Despite these shortcomings, the results of Study 1 provided rich findings that could be 
triangulated with, and expanded on. previous research. More importantly, a good indicator of the 
study's validity came from the particip)ants themselves when they voiced their approval of the 
research, said that it had made them re-assess their reconstructions of rape, and showed concern 
for the male survivor. In addition, whilst it failed to untangle the operations of collective, social and 
individual representations into distinct components. Study 1 informed the design of two further 
studies and helped to develop SRC by highlighting the need to investigate further the role of 
ideology in reconstructions, and identifying the media as a useful place to look for the source of 
reconstructions of female rapists. The next section summarises the discursive study of media 
representations that was designed as a consequence. 
7.4 Study 2 
7.4.1 Aims of Study 2 
To acknowledge the difficulties in trying to unambiguously identify collective, social and 
individual representations. Chapter 5 suggested that ideologies could be thought of as collective 
representations because virtually everything interviewees said could be traced back to patriarchy 
and was apparent in the ideological dilemmas embedded in people's arguments against it. 
Consequently, collective representations were defined as 'knowledge in the service of power* 
(Bun-. 1995. p.82) that is 'dilemmatitf' (Billig et al., 1988. p. 2) to accommodate existing theory in 
discursive psychology and SRC's definition. Study 2 was then able to a) closely examine the 
influence of ideology by discursively analysing the Guardian and Telegraph's representations of a 
The single female said she wns celibate and did not engage in casual sex. 
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gang rape involving a female and several male defendants; b) investigate whether intennewees' 
reconstructions of male and female rapists were made available in media accounts; and c) explore 
SRFs assertions that sodal represerrtations disseminated by the media originate rn scientrftc 
theories vs. SRC's suggestion that anyone can have their representations disseminated by the 
media if there is sufficient need. 
7.4.2 Summary of f indings in relation to SRC and previous research 
Study 2 supported the assertion that the media disseminates representations that can be 
considered both social and ideological, as well as constructing those representations through the 
selective representation of information from apparent 'voices of authority*, and the \abe\s used to 
describe the actors, artions and events (Bell, 1991; Edwards & Potter. 1992; Fang. 2001; van Dijk, 
1989). It showed that whilst both the Guardian and Telegraph sometimes made available disparate 
representations that facilitated very different attributions, each provided 'knowledge in the service 
of power* (Burr. 1995, p.82) by reproducing, and thus maintaining, patriarchal representations of 
the differential power embedded in the gender role- and sexual- identities of men and women 
cortstructed as the agreed norm. Hence, Study 2 demonstrated discourse analysis as a useful tool 
for identifying the operation of ideology in media representations, and suggested that (for the most 
part) media representations can be equated with social representations. 
This research also provided evidence to support the reciprocal relationships between 
social and collective representations, and scientific theory asserted by SRC by showing how the 
media sometimes privileged scientific theories in ways that supported media representations, and 
maintained rape myths, patriarchy, and the theory espoused. Moreover, by revealing how accounts 
taken from norvscientific sources can also lend authenticity to a particular representation. Study 2 
offered some support for SRC's assertion that science need not necessarily be the only source of 
reconstnjctions. and showed how category entitlements were used to convey a lay person's expert 
status and ability to refute opposing arguments (cf. Clark, 1990; Levinger & Schneider. 1969). 
However, in revealing how selectively quoting scientists added credibility to constructions 
of the female defendant as deviant for not conforming to patriarchal representations of femininity 
and blaming women imitating behaviour that was represented as the rightful ('traditional') domain 
of men for increases in crime and female criminality in particular, this study also revealed tensions 
between some aspects of SRC. For example, although setting men as the standard by which 
women are judged is a practice that has been associated with some scientific research (Chapter 3). 
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and is found in lay accounts (Chapter 4) and media discourse (Chapter 5), it is virtually impossible 
to determine where this practice originates. Similarty, Study 2 appeared to elaborate on the link 
between attritxitions. social groups and collective representatiorts found in Study 1. wheret)y it 
revealed racial and dass-related discourses deployed in both studies in ways that supported the 
superior position arxj status of the white middle- and upper-classes, and supported law and order. 
This is important because the reason often given for the higher proportion of 'poor and 'black* men 
among incarcerated rapists is that richer defendants can afford better tiarristers (Scully, 1990). It 
could also be argued that a 'working-class' and/or 't^lack' defendant better fits people's 
reconstructions of rapists because the media provides this construction. Alternatively, journalists 
could simply reconstruct the wortd in ways that are already available in society. Hence, the 
reciprocal relationship between reconstructions in the 'realm of authority' and the 'wortd of the 
needy consumer* and the omnipresence of ideology make it impossible to absolutely identify the 
source of the representations that comprise the social context that dissuades rape survivors from 
seeking help or justice. 
This research also revealed links between reconstructions and attributions similar to those 
found in Study 1 when it identified the ways that the culpability of the male defendants was 
diminished in the Guardian by placing the sole female defendant as the central character, and 
hence the main culprit. At various times, women were recon^njcted as responsible for causing 
mate violence, as well as for not preventing it. which was again shown to maintain patriarchal 
subject positions. Therefore, Study 2 confirmed that double standards in the way that ordinary 
people judge men and women for the same sexual practices also occur in media discourse. 
However, there were also inconsistencies between studies. For example, whilst Study 1 suppx)rted 
White and Robinson (2002). Ford et al. (1998). Mitchell et al. (1999) and Smith et al. (1988) when 
interviewees apparently displayed the most sympathy for victims where the rapists sex is 
incongruent with the victim's sexuality, Study 2 showed that some of the Telegraph's descriptions 
of the heterosexual survivor's pre-attack behaviour enabled readers to place some blame for what 
happened with her, despite (at least) one of her attackers t>eing female. 
These differences could be explained in terms of the role of context and personal 
experience in the action-orientation of people's language as SRC and Edwards and Potter (1992) 
suggested. For example, Study 1's participants said they had no knowledge of any cases of female 
rapists and had an interviewer present when they were speculating about how they and others 
might judge the actors in such a scenario, the victim v\^s male, and details of the actors' pre-attack 
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behayiouv were left up to participants' imaginations. The authors of the artides in Study 2 were 
reconstructing the features of an actual case involving a female victim, and were unaware that a 
researcher would subject their words to discourse analysis. Therefore, inconsistendes in findings 
could refled differences in the sodal contexts that reconstrudions were generated and shared 
within, and tietween the cases being recortstruded. However, Study 2 also had some 
methodological weaknesses that need to be considered before its implicatiorts can be property 
assessed. 
7.4.3 Methodological critique of Study 2 
Chapter 5 acknowledged that newspaper accounts only represent a small sample of the 
cases that are reported to police (which represent a small percentage of adual rapes) and are 
seleded for their 'newsworthy* elements. However, this study further narrowed its focus by only 
comparing the representations of two newspapers concerning one case. It cannot comment on 
media representations of rapes involving lone male and female rapists or a male 'vidim*, and the 
interpretation posited was only one of several that could have been presented. These are not 
considered problems to'pure* discourse analysts. However, the research approach presented in 
Chapter 3 does not allow such matters to be easily dismissed. Therefore, to remove as much 
researcher bias as possible, the study's focus and analytic features were decided by existing 
literature and the findings of Study 1. an audit trail and reflexive diary were kept, and more 
experienced discourse analysts consulted at every stage. Other fadors that could have led to 
differences in the way each were construded (e.g. degree of vidim resistance, use of weapons) 
were controlled for because the male and female defendants were involved in the same case. 
Study 2's focus could however, be overcome further in future research by examining the way that 
different cases are represented in iconic forms of media such as television, film and art. and 
newspapers and magazines aimed at different sodal groups. 
In addition, CNDA's (van Dijk. 1989) simultaneous synchronic and diachronic analyses 
made it difficult to explicate themes that cut across artides and newspapers, and there were times 
when the links tsetween early and subsequent representations asserted by CNDA were 
questionable. For example, Chapter 5 suggested that the Guardian's article on March 17b, 2001 
had re-negotiated the negative effects of a previous artide's description of how '[the 'vidim'] 
stupidly agreed to join [the defendants] when they suggested smoking cannabis" (February 28, 
2001. Lines 37-38). However, it cannot be said that people reading the second artide ever read the 
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first, or that readers would remember the details of eariier articles. Similariy, when it was asserted 
that constructions at the end of an article have a recency effect that can supersede eariier 
constructions it cannot be said that people read the entire article or that such an effect occurred 
when they did. Indeed, one 'disinterested' Guardian reader said that she rarely remembers (or 
follows) stories from one artide to the next, and often just skims the headlines and the lead before 
deciding whether an article is interesting enough to read in its entirety. Therefore, future research 
needs to be conducted to explicitly investigate the tensions in some of CNDA's assertions. 
Whilst methodological eclecticism and theoretical ambition could be said to be two 
strengths that this thesis shares with SRT, they could also be considered weaknesses because of 
the difficulties encountered when trying to explain disparities between studies and untangle the 
various components of reconstructions. As previously stated, the former problem could reflect 
context effects and the subjective nature of the analyses applied, whereas the latter problem goes 
some way to support SRC's criticism of SRTs linear description of how social representations 
come 'from on high to below*, despite tieing a product of the many reciprocal relationships asserted 
by SRC. Moreover, neither of the methods adopted could elucidate the extent of consensus in 
large groups of people's reconstructions. The next section discusses the experiment that was 
consequently deployed to help 'integrate findings drawn from different methods' (Breakwelt & 
Canter, 1993, p. 6) into a more coherent and generalisable explanation of rape attributions. 
7.5 Study 3 
7.5.1 Aims of Study 3 
This thesis began by arguing that there is insufficient research into attributions concerning 
rape cases that deviate from the 'classic rape scripT, given that the 'inherently violent gendered 
dominance-submission dynamic' in (heterosexual) relationships creates amt>iguity that makes it 
difficult for people to determine when sex becomes rape (Gavey, 1996, p. 52). As the 'classic rape 
scripr can be re-conceptualised as a commonly accepted social representation of rape. Study 3 
aimed to test the assertion that the nan-ow representation of rape that comprises the 'classic rape 
scripf fadiitates reconstructions that exclude female rapists and enable the vast majority of 
defendants to be acquitted (see Burt & Albin. 1981; Krah^, 1991; Lea et al., 2003; Parrot & 
Bechofer. 1991). This was achieved by comparing the content of people's questions regarding rape 
scenarios (that differed according to the sex and sexuality of the perpetrator and victim) with their 
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attributions, which also enat)led Study 3 to identify the nature and extent of consensus in 
reconstructions to determine the generalisability of Studies 1 and 2. 
By adopting measures and paradigms that have already been applied (e.g. Burt 1980; 
Feild. 1978; Krahfe. 1991; Lonsway & Fitzgerald. 1994; Price, 1982; Sanders, 1980; Struckman-
Johnson & Struckman-Johnson. 1992) this experiment could also be more readily compared with 
existing research than Studies 1 and 2. whilst addressing some of their weaknesses. For example, 
Study 3 aimed to determine the cross-cultural generalisability of existing Anglo-American research 
by utilising the Internet, and whether rape myth acceptance (RMA) underpinned Inconsistent past 
findings by investigating the effects of the victim arxJ perpetrator's sex and sexuality, and 
obsen/ers' sex, sexuality, age and rape reconstructions on attributions, whilst accounting for the 
effects of attitudes towards homosexuality (MATHS) and female and male rape myth acceptance 
(FRMAS & MRMAS). It was also hoped that quantitative methods would more successfully identify 
the individual, social and collective components of reconstructions by identifying information that is 
individual to participants, information that is shared within and across groups, and information that 
may reflect patriarchal rape myths in participants' questions concerning the scenarios in the 
vignette (cf. Abric. 2001). 
7.5.2 Summary of f indings in relation to S R C and existing research 
Study 3 supported past research (e.g. Bunting & Reeves, 1983; Burt, 1980; Kopper, 1996; 
Quackenbush, 1989) by revealing a consistently significant relationship between RMA and rape 
attributions, whereby people who displayed high levels of RMA were more certain that the victim 
could have prevented their attack. As this could lead some to blame the victim for not doing so, this 
supported the suggestion (generated by Study 1) that patriarchal representations facilitate rape 
myths, which play a major role in the reconstnjctions that enable secondary victimisation and the 
high acquittal rate in rape trials. This research also supported the hypothesis that inconsistencies in 
past findings were due to unmeasured RMA because more of the significant differences predicted 
by past research were found (Calhoun et al., 1978; Cowan & Curtis, 1994; Fulero & Delara, 1976; 
Howells et al., 1984; Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; Thornton et al., 1981; "mornton & Rykman, 1983) 
once RMA scores were removed. SRC was then used to elaborate Shaver's (1970) defensive 
attributional model (OFA) by explaining the findings in terms of the influence of social Identities on 
people's rape attributions, whereby scenes of sexual aggression are reconstmcted differently by 
different social groups (e.g. men and women) in ways that protect self-esteem. However, the 
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finding that levels of RMA originally masked these differences suggests that ideology (in this case 
patriarchy) may have a greater influence on reconstructions and concomitant attributions than 
social identities. This is interesting given that ideology is implicit in social identities artd thus difficult 
(if not impossible) to separate. However, future research could explore the relationships between 
ideology, rape myths and social identities further by comparing people's reconstructions in 
matriarchal and patriarchal societies. 
The only other significant difference that was found before RMA scores were removed was 
related to participants' ages, whereby participants over 25 were significantly less certain of the 
defendant's guilt, whether the victim was telling the truth or could have prevented their assault. 
Thus, the absence of any significant interaction t^etween age and RMA, and the finding that older 
people had a less negative attitude toward homosexuals than younger participants went against 
previous findings (as dted in Anderson et al., 2001; Herek, 1984; Kurdek, 1988), whilst suggesting 
that contemporary older people may exerdse more caution in their judgements in general 
compared to younger cohorts, and those partidpating over a decade ago. However, there are 
alternative methodological explanations, which will be discussed in greater detail in the next sut>-
section. 
Despite the lack of significant differences found in relation to any of the other IVs, 
inspection of the marginal means indicated that scores were going in predicted directions. People 
who said they had been coerced into having unwanted sex tended to be more certain that the 
defendant was guilty and that the victim was telling the truth, and less certain that the victim could 
have prevented their attack than those who had not been 'victims'. Similariy, those who admitted 
perpetrating some kind of sexual coercion elidted higher certainty scores in response to all three 
DVs, thereby offering some support for SRC's assertion that personal experience has an influence 
on attributions. 
The marginal means also indicated that people tended to be more certain of the 
defendants guilt and the victim's truthfulness, and less certain that the victim could have prevented 
their attack when the perpetrator arKl/or the victim were female (cf. Smith et al., 1988). Assuming 
the participants in this experiment were reconstruding the scenarios in similar ways to 
interviewees, these findings can be understood in terms of the patriarchal representations of men 
as the 'stronger* sex that were used to justify and explain people's amusement and/or dist)elief 
concerning the male vidim depided in Study 1. Similariy. the finding that participants were more 
certain of the guilt of female perpetrators can be explained in terms of Study 2, whereby Claire 
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Marsh was reconstruded in ways that fadlitated people's ability to blame her for the rape of Delphi 
Newman, whilst the males who committed the rape were reconstruded in ways that diminished 
their responsibility, or as Mary Kenny put it (Guardian, March 19, 2001), people seem more ready 
to "blame the woman!'. 
Attribution scores related to the defendant's sexuality also went in expeded diredior^, 
whereby participants tended to be more certain of the perpetrator's guilt and the vidim's 
truthfulness, and less certain the vidim could have prevented their attack when the perpetrator was 
depided as gay. This pattern can be explained in terms of the heterosexist reconstrudions of gay 
people as 'deviant found in Study 1 (i.e. gay perpetrators better fit people's 'deviant rapist' 
reconstrudions). When attribution scores were compared on the basis of the victim's sexuality 
these indicated that partidpants were more certain of the defendants guilt and the vidim's 
truthfulness, and less certain the vidim could have prevented their assault in the conditions 
depiding gay vidims, which could be because people regard homosexuals as less able to defend 
themselves than heterosexuals, or alternatively could be seen as another example of the positive 
discrimination one woman displayed in Study 1. MATHS scores indicated that levels of negativity 
towards homosexuals were certainty small overall. Therefore, positive discrimination could explain 
why the findings here opposed those of White and Robinson (2002) and Mitchell et al. (1999), who 
found that more blame was assigned to homosexual than heterosexual vidims. although 
differences in the research contexts and sample distributions could also explain this. 
To test the ecological validity of the vignette paradigm, Study 3 replicated Krahd's (1991) 
research by adopting the same vignette and asking participants whether it provided sufftdent 
information on which to base their judgements. The results concurred with Krah6's (1991) by 
showing that over half the total sample regarded the vignette as insuffident. and by demonstrating 
cultural differences in people's satisfadion with the information. However, unlike Krah^'s 
experiment. Study 3 compared the responses of British partidpants with American samples (as 
opposed to Germans) and a third sample comprising all other countries of origin. Here. British 
partidpants were most likely to be dissatisfied with the vignette, whilst Americans were least. 
Study 3 was not a complete replication of Krah^'s however, because she removed the 
scores of those who said they were dissatisfied with the vignette, whereas this research retained 
them to determine whether satisfadion with the amount of information and/or cultural origin would 
be related to significantly different attributions Alarmingly, no significant differences were found in 
relation to these variables, which provided further evidence in support of those who have called into 
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question the validity of the dominant vignette paradigm (Anderson & Doherty, 1997; Anderson et 
al.. 2001; Krahfe. 1991). This, in conjunction with the inaeased risk of making Type It errors by 
testing multiple models, could explain why so few significant differences were found. 
In this context however, the vignettes were used to prompt participants to ask questions 
about the case (as per Krahg. 1991), which produced rich data concerning the content of people's 
reconstructions. The results concurred with Burt and Albin's (1981) finding that high levels of FRMA 
are related to narrower rape definitions, and provided further support for SRC's suggestion that, 
even in modem cultures, people anchor their attributions to patriarchal rape myths to such an 
extent that they seem to replace the need for actual evidence. However. MRMAS scores were not 
significantly related to narrower rape definitions, which could be because male rape is considered 
so rare that the rape myths associated with it are not as widely held as those related to female rape 
(because there is not the same level of need). 
Comparisons of people's questions also suggested that reconstructions significantly 
differed according to the sex and sexuality of victim-perpetrator dyads, and confimned the 
generalisability of many of Study 1's findings. For example, participants' questions generally 
cerrtred on the size of victim and perpetrator, and whether a weapon was used, when a female was 
accused of raping a man. This was indicative of the patriarchal reconstruction found in Study 1 of 
women as inferior in size and strength to men, and therefore unable to rape them without a weapon 
(Mezey a King, 1993). Similariy. people were signiftcantly more likely to ask about the past sexual 
experiences and truthfulness of the perpetrator when s/he was accused of raping someone 
incongruent with their sexuality, and significantly more participants asked for details of the sexual 
acts that were involved in conditions with female perpetrators. Both results suggest that (as in 
Study 1) people reconstruct rape as a sexually motivated crime. 
The most common information sought across conditions related to whether the defendant 
and the victim knew each other. Whilst this may be explained in terms of people's knowledge that 
acquaintance rape accounts for the majority of cases, it could also reflect findings reported 
elsewhere that acquaintance between the victim and perpetrator is positively correlated with victim 
blame, and negatively correlated with perpetrator blame (Bridges & McGrail. 1989; Smith et al., 
1976) and the length of recommended sentences (McCormick et al.. 1998). Therefore, partici|:>ants 
could have been seeking this information to enable them to position blame away from the 
defendant and towards the victim. More importantly for SRC however, is that the low levels of 
consensus (-1-30%) found in people's reconstructions suggest that Study 3 also failed to identify 
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collective representations held by ail memtsers of a society, and supported the assertion that high 
acquittal rates are due to a lack of consensus about when sex t>ecomes rape (Gavey. 1996). Whilst 
tills suggests there are no aspects of rape reconstructions that are collective, there were also 
methodological weaknesses that need to be considered before this assertion, and the thesis as a 
whole, can be assessed. 
7.5.3 Methodological critique of Study 3 
One major weakness of Study 3 concerns the lack of validity in the attribution scores that 
were obtained. For example, the finding that 35.3% provided incomplete datasets suggests that 
Intemet participants feel freer to exercise their right to withdraw. Hence, it could be argued that 
data obtained are more valid than face-to-face (F-T-F) contexts where participants rarely exercise 
this right. However, incomplete datasets can also be created by problems with Intemet servers, 
participants "timing out or inadvertenUy closing the page. Moreover, whilst 55.7% indicated 
dissatisfaction with the vignette, most participants went on to dutifully provide quite high attribution 
scores. No doubt this can be (at least partially) attributed to Orne's (1962) demand characteristics, 
which supports SRC's suggestion that attributions are influenced by the context in which people 
reconstruct. However, it could also reflect individual differences In interpretation of the word 
'certainty*. For example, participants' feedback indicated that certainty means something 
categorical to some (i.e. you are either certain or you are not). Hence, floor and ceiling effects 
would be expected. The wide range of percentages that were elicited however, suggests that 
others translated 'certainty* to mean something entirely different. Moreover, being certain of 
someone's guilt or truthfulness may not equate to how much they are blamed or held responsible. 
Consequentiy, the links made between this study and existing research that investigated blame 
and responsibility are somewhat tenuous, which raises important methodological, if not theoretical, 
issues regarding triangulation. 
Other problems can be introduced when Intemet participants cannot ask questions if they 
do not understand the materials (Reips. 1995). Hence, one reason for the number of outliers 
related to 'precipitation' scores could be due to non-English speaking participants being unsure 
about the meaning of 'precipitated'. Alttiough this experiment was piloted on research 
psychologists representing various nationalities who found no problem with the stud/s wording, 
this possibility cannot be ruled out because the fluency of international working in Britain could be 
reasonably expected to be high. To avoid this Intemet experiments could take place alongside a 
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Chat-line fadlity. However, the lack of experimenter presence also had the potential to decrease 
some of demand charaderistics of the study, and future researchers could overcome these 
problems by piloting their studies on partidpants who are doser to target populations. 
Although partidpants were prevented from scrolling through the entire experiment and data 
sent from the same IP address twice was exduded to control expedancy effects, there was no way 
to prevent multiple submissions from different computers. Indeed, there are a whole host of pitfalls 
assodated with Intemet-based research (Bimbaum. 2000; Carver. Kingston, & Turton, 1998; Reips 
& Bosnjak, 2000), not least of which is an inability to ensure that data from 'nuisance respondents' 
and/or children are excluded. However, the only way to exclude people is through password only 
access, which would have created problems concerning the distribution of passwords. Instead, the 
website was constnjded in such a way as to increase download times to discourage all but the 
most committed respondents. This could have increased the problems assodated with self-
seleded samples, whilst the use of images to increase download times could trivialise research, 
particulariy when combined with short and simple documentation presented in a 'point and click* 
format (Carver et al., 1998). To avoid this. F-T-F experimerrts with similariy large and culturally 
diverse samples could be conduded, with researchers acknowledging that partidpants are 'doing* 
an experiment in much the same way as they 'do' interviews. However, F-T-F studies would also 
lose many of the benefits associated with Internet research (see Chapter 6). Therefore to 
compensate, a more valid use of questionnaires may be to use people's pattern of attritnitions as a 
topic that could then t>e explored in an interview. 
Carver et al. (1998) also v^rned that females, older people and those who cannot afford 
the necessary equipment are likely to be under-represented on the Internet Therefore, the lack of 
support found for research that has implicated age in attitudes towards homosexuals and rape 
attributions could be due to the large difference in the size of each age group (895 vs. 405), as well 
as the cut-off point by which they were divided (25 or under vs. over 25). Consequently, more equal 
sample distributions that replicate previously tested age divisions are needed before the findings 
can be used to refute those of others. Despite Carver et al.'s (1998) prediction however, females 
made up 68% of the total sample. Again, this could refled sampling bias because females are 
more likely to be raped, and thus, look for related websites. A more balanced design could 
overcome this problem in future studies. 
Nevertheless. Study 3 provided useful information regarding the content of people's 
reconstrudions of rape, and bridged some gaps in existing research by cross-culturally examining 
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all possible rape dyads where the sex and sexuality of both parties were explicitly stated. From this, 
useful ideas for future research were generated, induding the need to automatically account for 
RMA and participants' ages. The generalisabitity of some of Study 1 and 2's findings. Shaver's 
(1970) DFA and SRC's assertions regarding the influence of patriarchy, rape myths, social 
identities and personal experience on attributions were supported. In addition, the usefulness of 
taking a multi-method approach and using vignettes as a way of eliciting qualitative data were 
demonstrated, whilst offering evidence to suggest that one way of increasing convidion rates is to 
replace the 'classic rape script' with a wider range of representations to ensure people know that 
rape is motivated by the need for power and can be perpetrated by females as well as males. 
However, none of these studies can be said to resemble the conditions in which juries 
make dedsions. Hence, there is a still a need to condud research that more closely resembles 
conditions in applied settings. Each also failed to unambiguously separate the operations of 
colledive, social and individual representations, and the existence of colledive representations was 
questioned when no single question was asked by all partidpants. However, their existence cannot 
be completely ruled out because there is no way of knowing whether the experimental context was 
sufficient to tap into people's entire repertoire of representations. As such, this highlights tensions 
in SRC and the research approach posited in Chapter 3. Therefore, the next sedion examines 
these and the major themes that emerged, and discusses their implications for SRC and multi-
method research. The chapter concludes by attempting to answer why people find it difficult to 
believe, or sympathise with, male vidims of female-perpetrated rape, and discusses how the 
findings can be usefully applied. 
7.6 Major themes of the thesis 
The first major theme to have emerged from this research was the omnipresence of 
ideology, which made it impossible to unambiguously identify distind individual, sodal and 
colledive reconstrudions. For example, the robustness of ideologies was demonstrated by the 
influence of patriarchy found across research contexts, data and cultures, and in the ideological 
dilemmas embedded in people's arguments (Billig et al., 1988). More specifically, the research 
suggested that it is Ideological representations of gender and sexual identities that facilitate rape 
myths, narrow reconstrudions of rape and the secondary vidimisation of both female and male 
survivors, and enable female offenders to be excluded from legal and everyday definitions of rape. 
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Another theme concerned tensions found in S R C similar to those associated with SRT. 
There were various times when SRC's tenets appeared to be supported by the findings. For 
example. Study 1 provided evidence of the reciprocal relationship between ideology and 
attributions, the feedback loop between attributions and reconstmctions, and the influence of the 
individual in tenms of their agency and personal experience. However, the reciprocal relationships 
between many of SRC's components made it impossible to untangle the operations of ideology, 
social and self-identities, context, experience and agency. This is important t>ecause SRC would 
need to offer some explanation of the relative influence of each to t^ e truly predictive. However, 
given the role of context and experience on reconstructions it could be that the influence of 
ideology, agency, social and self-identities changes from situation to situation and person to 
person. 
Similariy, Studies 1 and 2 confirmed the media's rote in disseminating representations and 
the relationships t>etween attributions, social groups, science, media and ideology posited by SRC. 
However, the reciprocal links between them and the contention that anyone can reside in the realm 
of authority if there is sufficient need also made it impossible to unambiguously identify the ultimate 
source of reconstructions, which undermined S R C and highlighted the need to develop it further. 
The efficacy of SRC's description of individual, social and collective representations seems 
questionable given the over-riding influence of ideologies. Instead. SRC, SRT and the evidence 
suggest that ideologies could be both the origin and eventually the product (see the final phase of 
S R T s three-stage explanation of how representations become social) of reconstructions. 
Therefore, aspects of both theories would appear to be partially correct. However. S R T s linear 
three-stage explanation of how the theories of science become ideologies by being disseminated 
to, and adopted by, large groups is still too simplistic because it does not account for the media's 
role in selecting, supporting and maintaining the theories disseminated. Therefore, the vehicle of 
dissemination may have a greater influence on whether representations become social than the 
source itself. Further research comparing the level of people's adoption of information 
disseminated via different vehicles that is said to come from different sources would help to 
determine whether this is the case. If it is, identifying the ultimate source of people's 
reconstnjctions may be less important than SRT and S R C have suggested. 
Given that lay accounts also lend authenticity to media representations and that people 
tend to anchor their reconstructions to representations gleaned from significant others and personal 
experience where possible, it is also too simplistic to suggest that the representations generated by 
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science (or the media) are necessarily 'irresistible' or come from 'on high'. However, by equating 
ideologies with collective representations arwJ evidencing the omnipresence of ideology this thesis 
supported S R C and S R T s suggestion that collective representations are the most difficult to 
change, and tend to favour those in positions of power. Therefore, some insight has been offered 
into why Moscovict (1984a) claimed all representations as social (by including ideologies in 
definitions of social representations) and 'irresistibly imposed from on high to below" because they 
act in the service of power (Moscovici, 1984a pp.57). Hovkrever, much of this insight came from 
similarities in the problems associated with each theory. Hence, another theme concerns 
simiiarittes between S R C and SRT in tenns of their weaknesses. 
Chapter 2 criticised some SRT research, and included Moscovici's refusal to offer an 
unambiguous explanation of how social representations should be studied in the reasons for these 
criticisms. To avoid this. Chapter 3 presented a research approach that aimed to be more specific 
about how research should be conducted and assessed without losing any of the flexibility and 
imagination that Moscovici sought to foster. However, inconsistencies in some findings between 
studies highlighted tensions in this approach. Both Chapter 3 and SRT suggested that qualitative 
and quantitative studies should be conducted on the basis of their ability to answer specific 
research questions. Not surprisingly, the reconstnjctions identified were seen to be (at least 
partially) a product of the method of collection that comprised part of the social context that 
reconstructions were elicited even though people's agency to express alternative representations 
was also related to social identities. Discourse analysts criticising SRT (Edwards & Potter, 1992; 
Parker. 1987; Potter & Edwards, 1999; Potter & Utton. 1985) have argued that reconstructions are 
co-produced by all parties in any social interaction rather than fixed and individual to the person 
sharing them. This suggests that identifying the range of factors that influence co-production in 
certain contexts using discourse analysis may be a more useful topic for research that seeks to 
deconstruct oppressive practices than investigating the extent of consensus between groups. 
Similariy. the continuum between positivism and constructivism that was posited in Chapter 
3 "to integrate findings drawn from different methods" (Breakwell & Canter. 1993, p. 6) and move 
psychology away from the arguments that have sometimes created methodological and theoretical 
inertia (Gill, 1995), facilitated contradictory rhetoric that meandered between the individual-social 
dualism for which Chapter 2 criticised Moscovici. The suggestion that the low levels of consensus 
found in Study 3 undermined SRC's assertions regarding collective representations in modern 
societies, echoed individualistic cognitive theories because it suggests that if such representations 
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exist they would be present in the heads of, and reconstructed by, all participants. However, 
explaining low levels of consensus in terms of the context of elicitation echoed the arguments of 
relativists who suggest that reconstructions are a product of social interaction rather than fixed 
entities. Hence, by embracing Moscovid's suggestion that researchers should adopt methods that 
facilitate more imaginative research, this thesis also used language that was occasionally 
reductionistic and sometimes contradictory. 
Nevertheless, the ambition and idealism tiiat led to the development of SRC and the 
research approach described in Chapter 3 could also be seen as strengths that this thesis shares 
with SRT. Whilst it sometimes struggled with the dualism that comes with a multi-method approach. 
It contributed to the debate concerning the drawtjacks of dichotomous posltivlst-relatlvlst positions 
without needing to dismiss the strengths of each. Each sttKiy triangulated (In some way) with, and 
expanded on, research conducted in other countries and with different samples. By using 
quantitative methods in Study 3 to elucidate the qualitative findings obtained in Studies 1 and 2 
(and vice versa), this thesis also demonsti-ated one way of determining the generalisability of 
qualitative research to avoid some of the theoretical and pofrtical inertia associated with a purely 
relativist stance (cf. Gill, 1995), and the advantages of having qualitative data to explain 
quantitative results. Furthermore, each study built on the previous studies, developed SRC, 
generated suggestions for future research, and contributed to debates concerning aspects of the 
research designs and analyses that were applied. 
However, not all aspects of SRC were tested. For example, the contention that people 
'take hold of an unfamiliar object to anchor it' (Edwards & Potter, 1999) via their biological 
perceptual systems was assumed rather than explicitly examined. To determine this, the effects of 
perceptual deficits on the ways that people reconstruct events could be investigated by mapping 
the autistic spectrum and certain types of brain damage in terms of their effects (if any) on 
reconstructions and attributions to determine whether this aspect of SRC has any diagnostic or 
prognostic utility. Similariy, Study 3 showed that category entitlements were one way to convey the 
status of a person and their ability to refute opposing arguments (Claris. 1990) In ways that 
supported media representations. However, the assertion that people who are admired or able to 
provide counter-arguments to particular representations are more likely to have their 
representations tjecome social was not explicitly examined. Hence, research that manipulates the 
status and ability of those purveying representations to determine whether these factors lead to 
differences in people's readiness to adopt them is still needed. 
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The assertions that representations are more iikefy to become social when they are 
presented t)y someone who seems consistent and certain (Nemeth, Swedlund & Kanki, 1974), and 
that group memt)ershtp determines the representations an individual gets exposed to, their 
relationship with the object of the representation or persons purveying the representation, how 
much attention is paid, or how much access one has to alternative sources of representations also 
went untested. Despite this, the research enabled SRC to be developed when the factors 
influencing the reconstructions that people etidt in any given situation was widened to include the 
salient group memberships of any observers present. Similarly, whilst the assertion that television 
plays a principal role in disseminating the iconic aspects of representations in modern societies 
was not properly explored, this thesis used this gap to suggest investigating represerrtations of 
rape disseminated via television, advertising and art to determine whether different media 
reconstruct rape in similar ways to newspapers. These studies could then examine the relationship 
between social groups and exposure to different forms of media to test the contention that group 
membership may not only determine the representations that people get exposed to, but also the 
forms of media that disseminate them. 
This thesis also went some way to meet the criteria set out in Chapter 3. For example it 
was suggested that good research should contribute to the phenomenon studied (Moon et al., 
1991). By offering some insight into the reasons behind some of the weaknesses associated with 
SRT and developing aspects of SRC, this thesis has contributed (in a small way) to psychology's 
theoretical knowledge base by providing an alternative to SRT and purely cognitive theories. By 
triangulating its findings with existing research where appropriate, this thesis fias commented on 
the generalisability of research conducted in other countries and with smaller samples, offered 
reasons for the inconsistencies in previous rape perception research, and alerted researchers to 
the need to account for RMA and age in future studies as a matter of course. By identifying a) the 
difficulties in produdng coherent findings from CNDA and the tenuousness of some of its 
assertions; and b) the limitations of statistical packages and the dominant paradigm for using 
vignettes (whilst suggesting and demonstrating a valid alternative), this thesis has also contributed 
to psychology's methodological knowledge base. Moreover, it has added to det^ates that question 
the efficacy of dichotomous positivist vs. relativist positions by attempting to apply the research 
approach posited in Chapter 3 and highlighting some of its pitfalls. 
Perhaps the thesis's greatest contribution however, is in the way that feminist theory and 
methodological practices were applied to demonstrate how patriarchy often does as much of a 
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disservice to men as to women, and sometimes in similar ways. More importantly, it has added to 
debates that seek to meet the final criteria that Chapter 3 suggested good research should aim to 
achieve: improving lives by challenging oppressive practices (Billig, 1991; Gale, 1997; Gill, 1995; 
Henry et al., 1997). Indeed, the next section explicitly discusses the ways that the findings can be 
usefully applied. The thesis concludes (section 7.8) by addressing scholarly criticisms that the 
thesis has left itself vulnerable to before readers can decide for themselves whether this research 
was a worthwhile endeavour. 
7.7 Useful applications for the findings 
SRC's description of separate individual, social and collective representations was 
subsumed by the finding that ideologies are emtiedded in people's social- and self-identities and 
the amount of agency they have in the reconstructions they elicit or adopt in any particular context. 
Therefore, the influence of ideology, agency, social- and self-identrties may change from situation 
to situation and person to person, and ideologies can be both the origin and the product of people's 
reconstructions. SRC and S R T s simplified description of the media's role in disseminating the 
representations of others v ^ s also widened to account for its role in selecting and maintaining the 
theories it reconstructs, which led to the suggestion that identifying the source of people's 
reconstructions (science vs. lay accounts) may be less important than examining the relationship 
between different mediums and the likelihood of mass adoption of representations. This is 
important given that ideological representations are the most resistant and slow to change, possit)iy 
because they tend to favour those in positions of power. 
Whilst social constructionists would argue that reconstructions are relative to the context in 
vi^ich they are produced, the omnipresence of patriarchy was sufficiently constant between 
contexts and cultures to enable firm assertions regarding how the findings can be usefully applied, 
and thus avoid some of the circularity associated with this position. For example, the findings 
consistently suggested that it is patriarchal representations of gender and sexual identities that 
facilitate rape myths and the narrow definitions of rape that underpin a) high acquittal rates; b) the 
secondary victimisation of female and male survivors; and c) the exclusion of female offenders 
from legal and everyday reconstructions of rape. Hence, whilst the omnipresence of ideology 
undennined SRC's description of distinct individual, social and collective representations, and 
suggests that social psychologists should focus their attentions on the study of ideologies (cf. Billig, 
1991) in much the same way as Moscovici advocated the sole study of social representations, the 
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findings can still be used to answer to the research question >vhy do people react to the female-
perpetrated rape of men with disbelief and/or amusementr by identifying patriarchy as the most 
consistent influence on people's notions of rape. 
From this it can be suggested that providing alternatives to patriarchal representations of 
men and women's gender roles and sexual identities may go some way to alleviate the sexist 
double standards found in the accounts of interviewees in Study 1 and foster a climate that does 
not reconstruct the sexual coercion of women or men as acceptable. For example, the research 
supported the contention that people adopt representations not t)ecause they are 'imposed from on 
high', but because they have a need for them, even when they know that these representations 
may be inaccurate. This endorsement of inaccurate and narrow definitions of rape that reconstruct 
rapists as deviant and victims as culpable can be further understood in terms of people's need for 
self-esteem, continuity, distinctiveness and efficacy. Hence, men's need to attribute blame in ways 
that serve to shift responsibility away from male perpetrators and towards (female) victims t)ecause 
they automatically associate themselves with rapists would be eradicated if theories of rape that 
position men as victims and/or women as perpetrators were disseminated to large enough groups 
to become social. 
Similariy, by providing alternative representations to the 'men as superior* and 'women as 
weak* constructions inherent to patriarchy, people may not t>e quite so prepared to blame female 
victims or find the notion of female-perpetrated rape quite so unbelievable or amusing. Indeed, the 
feedback loop between the outcome of people's attributions and the reconstructions on which 
attributions were based that motivated the participants in Study 1 to change their pre-conceptions 
regarding female-perpetrated rape and take a more sympathetic stance towards the male survivor 
whose experience inspired this thesis has successfully demonstrated (in the context of an interview 
at least) that providing people with information that opposes dominant representations of rape can 
instigate (self-reported) changes to people's reconstmctions and attributions relatively quickly. 
However, further research is needed to determine whether seff-reported changes equate with 
actual change, and if it is maintained over time and contexts. 
To promote positive change on a larger scale this thesis has repeatedly identified media as 
useful vehicles for disseminating alternative representations of rape than the classic rape script. 
Given the popularity of television, and soap operas in particular, psychologists could actively 
promote storylines that challenge the narrow reconstructions of rape that facilitate high acquittal 
rates and secondary victimisation by depicting alternatives to them. That is not to say that other 
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forms of media or television programmes should be ignored, just that viewing figures would 
suggest that soap operas are perfiaps the quickest way of disseminating reconstructions to large 
numbers of people, and thus may be a more effective tool in deconstructing rape myths. However, 
this would require academics to overcome some of their fears about the media's ability to represent 
accurately their findings and the derogatory effects that media collaborations are seen to have on 
the academic status of some psychologists who already collaborate v^ rith the media. 
Those who find collaboration with the media too 'risky* however, can still apply the findings 
to infomi current programmes of education that seek to raise avrareness (and safety). For example, 
the exclusion of men from counselling centres governed by the Federation of Rape Crisis Lines for 
England and Wales (FRCL) does little to encourage male survivors to seek help in coming to terms 
with their assault. By making these findings available to those v^o have the power to change its 
legislation, the FRCL may be encouraged to widen the range of people they currently help, and 
amend their rape prevention programmes to ensure that FRCL volunteers who currentiy visit 
schools to inform children on how to recognise and avoid the dangers of sexual aggression do so 
in ways that acknowledge that males of any age can become the victims of sexual assaults, and 
that perpetrators may be a) female as well as male; and b) appear more 'normal' than obviously 
deviant. Moreover, the analysis of participants' personal experience of being a victim or perpetrator 
in Study 3 could be used to help rape prevention Initiatives target those most in need. In these 
ways, this thesis might help to foster a climate that no longer discourages male and female 
survivors from seeking, and (more importantly) obtaining, help and justice. 
7.8 The final evaluation 
In many ways this thesis set itself up for a fall by proposing a new theory and research 
position that justified investigating as many variables as possible in an attempt to produce deeper 
and more robust results than a purely qualitative or quantitative approach alone may provide. 
Indeed, the contradictory language tinat flowed between the relativism embedded in the 
methodologies selected for Studies 1 and 2 and the realism of the experiment In Chapter 6 bears 
testimony to the difficulties encountered when trying to bring together seemingly disparate 
ontological and epistemological positions. This leaves the thesis open to the simplest of questions. 
If reality exists, but is beyond the grasp of cun-ent measurement techniques, leaving everything 
'relative' to the limitations of our methods of data collection, analysis and the language we use to 
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report our findings, then surely everything is relative. How, therefore, does the research position in 
Chapter 3 differ from the tenets of other post-modern approaches? 
It differs in two fundamental ways. Firstly, the politically-informed relativism that was 
adopted (Gill. 1995) enables practitioners to move away from the circularity of traditional relativist 
positions and make assertions from their findings that are most likely to benefit their target 
population. It also requires quantitative researchers to see t^ eyond the veil of positivism's claims to 
ot^ectivity and acknowledge their own influence on their research findings. That is not to say that 
academics should be free to publish any conclusions they like just because they think it will do 
society good. Our assertior^ should never go t^yond the data, arxJ everything we say should be 
evidenced in ways that can t)e evaluated by others. 
It could be argued that simply advocating the practice of taking a top^Jown approach in 
order to deconstruct the power structures in society that subjugate pockets of the population is just 
a re-hash of Foucauldian approaches. However, the second vt^y that the epistemology asserted 
here differs from other relativist stances is that it does not require researchers to confine 
themselves to the range of qualitative methods that have traditionally become associated with 
Foucault's assertions. Therefore, whilst the contradictory nature of the language between chapters, 
and the tensions introduced when trying to produce a coherent set of results from very different 
methodologies undermined the thesis in some ways, it raised sound questions at)OUt blindly 
adopting single-method approaches because we allow our assumptions atx)ut what we can find 
(ontology) dictate how we can find it (epistemology). 
Indeed, one of the principle realisations I have made during this time of study is that whilst 
making decisions about where I stand ontologically and epistemologically I have been making a 
series of what Unitarians would call 'Pascal's wagers' (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2004). 
This refers to Blaise Pascal's argument that people cannot prove whether God exists Instead, 
belief in God is a reflection of the believer's will, based on whether belief in God helps them live a 
happy, productive life. In this way. the methods chosen in this thesis were those that seemed most 
likely to satisfy my desire to obtain the information that would best answer my research questions 
not because anyone has proven that reality exists or that some methods lead to more otijectfve 
results than others. Usually, the strength of the rhetoric each camp has used, and how that rtietoric 
sits with a person's existing beliefs has been what typically persuades psychology undergraduates 
to pledge allegiance to one camp or the other in time for them to conduct the research for their 
dissertations. 
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There is no doubt thai the easiest path would have been to select one side of the realist-
relativist divide and adopt the methods associated with it, but that would not have addressed the 
growing concerns I felt as an undergraduate listening to lecturers who explained the ways that 
things have been 'done' previously in psychology. To be so passionate about a topic of study whilst 
recognising the limitations of its methods and its arguments left me no choice but to pursue my own 
path, however futile or unpopular. My desire however, was not to disable those more experienced 
than myself with criticism, but to try and find some common ground between opposite camps who 
spend so many publication inches arguing with, and competing against, each other. I wanted to be 
able to embrace what was strong and good, regardless of who said it or where it came from, to 
think about the valid criticisms that have been applied to each position and search for solutions to 
these problems in what I had been taught. In assessing whether or not that has t>een achieved 
readers are explicitly required to make a Pascal-type vrager. If you choose to believe that society 
and psychology can benefit from adopting the research approach in this thesis, then the challenge 
becomes one of finding ways to talk about the findings we derive from multi-method research 
coherently, and in ways that can be evaluated against criteria that the research community and our 
lay audiences can agree on. If not, then please let your disagreement with my position inspire you 
to find better ways of working so that I may one day find myself more happy and productive by 
believing in your 'God'. For the one thing I remain is open-minded. 
This thesis also left itself open to criticism by claiming to be feminist research in Chapter 1. 
How can a thesis that examines rape from the perspective of male victims and highlights the 
existence of female perpetrators be considered the woric of a feminist? The answer very much 
depends on your definition of vt^ iat it is to be a feminist. It is acknowledged that feminism has been 
traditionally concerned with the plight of women, working hard to address the inequalities between 
the sexes from the female perspective. However, it is my belief that to truly address these 
inequalities, you have to examine the experiences of tx)th men and women. Otherwise, feminists 
leave themselves open to criticisms of (often unintended) sexism (see Chapter 1). and the chasm 
between men and women is likely to remain, each suspicious of the other. 
Instead, by taking a more open and embracing approach to the issues of rape this thesis 
has been able to uncover some unexpected findings that do fit with traditional feminist concerns. 
For example, based on the accounts of a few interviewees and my own reaction to the male 
victim's experience that inspired this research I would have expected the results of Studies 2 and 3 
to show that people do not blame female perpetrators as much as they blame male perpetrators 
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because of the difficulties people seem to have in believing women could commit such a crime. 
However, the findings Indicated that female defendants are less likely to be treated fairiy because 
they are demonised, whilst male perpetrators tend to be (at least partially) excused. Therefore, this 
titesis has helped the feminist cause in two ways. Firstly, it has provided research that can be used 
to counter accusations that feminist wori< is biased because it only endorses research ttiat Is 
conducted from the viewpoint of women, and secondly. It highlighted yet another way that women 
are treated unfairiy in society. 
More importantiy, In ternis of the aims I set myself when I embarked on this journey. It has 
provided information, based on the collection of evidence, which has the potential to give a much-
needed voice to a marginalized group of people currentiy suffering in silence. It is sincerely hoped 
that this may go some way to help them take the tirst steps tovrards recovery, and provide me with 
an understanding of. if not redemption for, my initial reaction to their plight. 
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APPENDIX Ai 
Study 1 
Interview schedule 
Possible probe questions are in italics. 
1. How do you think women's roles have changed in the last 20 years? 
- Do you think that is a good thing? 
- What makes you think that? 
- How might this have affected women's sexual behaviour? 
2. Define what you think the term 'giri power* means. 
- What makes you think that? 
' Do you think that is a good thing? 
3. What do you think about the concept of the 'new man'? 
- Do you think that is a good thing? 
- What makes you think that? 
- How might this have affected men's sexual behaviour? 
4. What do you think about women who take the initiative in sexual relationships? 
- How do you think that compares to how people think of men who take the initiative in 
sexual relationships? 
- Can you think of any situations where people might think badly of a woman who took the 
initiative? 
- Can you think of any situations where people might think badly of a man who took the 
initiative? 
5. What do you think heterosexual women want from a sexual partner? 
- What makes you think that? 
- Can you think of any of your female friends who feel differently? 
6. What do you think lesbians want from a sexual partner? 
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- What makes you think that? 
7. What do you think heterosexual men want from a sexual partner? 
- What makes you think that? 
- Can you think of any of your male friends who feet differently? 
8. What do you think gay men want from a sexual partner? 
- What makes you think that? 
9. When you are single and looking for someone to have sex with, how do you go about frnding a 
partner? 
- How does that compare with how members of the opposite sex go about finding a 
partner? 
10. When you are in a relationship and you approach your partner for sex, how do you deal with 
the situation if they initially resist (E.g. if they say they are too tired or they're not in the mood)? 
- What effect does that strategy nomially have? 
Please read the following extract from a conversation that I had with a man that I have t>een 
friends with for a number of years and then tell me what your first Impressions are about the 
man's experiences. 
"Well, what can I say? Even now I find it hard to believe. It's not something you expecf to happen at 
the end of a night out with your mates. I always thought it coutdnt happen to me because I'd put up 
too much of a fight, but when it came to it I was just so shocked I couldnt move or speak....things 
turned so fast, I was powerless. I suddenly felt like, I don't know, like a child I guess. Next thing I 
know I was pushed down on the grass being towered over. I know it sounds stupid because things 
had been so friendly eartier in the evening, but suddenly I was really frightened...really shitting it. 
you know. I wish now I hadn\ said no because maybe then things wouldn't have turned so nasty 
and I could of talked my way out of it. but! didn\ want it and I thought that would be okay....next 
thing I know I was lying there alone with my jeans round my ankles thinking, 'shit. I've just been 
raped', and I knew I'd never be able to tell anyone because they wouldn't believe me." 
11. How do think the man telling the story felt about what happened to him? 
- How would that compare with a woman's experiences? 
12. Read the extract again (if you need to) and try and form an impression of the alleged attacker, 
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and then describe them to me. 
- What makes you think that? 
- What sort of people rape other men? 
13. What do you think it would have been like for the man if the alleged attacker had been female? 
- Do you think he would have reached the same conclusion? 
- How do you think he would feel about being raped by a woman if he was gay? 
14. What would you say if I told you that the alleged attacker was, in fact, a woman? 
- What makes you say that? 
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APPENDIX Aii 
Study 1 
Standardised briefmg and debriefing sheets 
Briefing Sheet 
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this phase of my PhD research. The purpose of this 
study is to examine people's ideas about concepts such as 'girt power' and 'the new man', and how 
gender rofe identity might be related to the sexual activities that adults engage in. 
In order to comply with the ethical requirements of the British Psychological Society you 
will be asked to sign a consent form. However, any information that could identify you will be kept 
confidential and only be seen/heard by myself (Lou Farbus. MSc Tel 233147). my research 
assistant (Darren Hopkins), my supervisor (Dr Susan Lea Tel. 233177) and members of the 
examinations team. If you do not feel comfortable providing your real name you may use a 
pseudonym to sign the consent form and your name will not be used during the taped interview. 
Transcripts of the interview will also have all identifying features removed or changed in order to 
further protect your privacy. 
You will receive payment (participation points/money) before you provide any information 
and you have the right to withdraw at any stage and have any data you have provided destroyed 
without fear of penalty of any kind (e.g. you will still be paid in full). You may read the main 
questions that I intend asking before you agree to take part and may refuse to answer any 
questions that you feel uncomfortable about, again, without fear of penalty. 
Before the interview starts you will be asked to fill out a brief questionnaire asking for some 
biographical data. You may read this t>efore agreeing to take part. We will then discuss issues 
concerning gender roles and how those are refiected in the sexual practices of men and women. 
You will then be asked to read part of a conversation that I had with a male friend of mine about a 
sexual experience that he had. The second half of the interview will then focus on what you think 
about different aspects of this experience. There are no right or wrong answers to any of the 
questions and you will not be judged in any way for the answers you give. Please just answer as 
honestly as you can. However, so that you are not predisposed to take a particular position on this 
event before you read about it, it is not possible to show you the questions that you will be asked 
following the extract before you take part, but you may read the extract if you wish to. 
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Debriefing Sheet 
Thank you for talking so candidfy about the sensitive issues raised by this study. I would 
just like to take the opportunity to reassure you once again that your data will be kept confidential at 
all times. Please feel free to ask any questions or offer any feedback you may have about the 
study. You may contact the researcher on 01752-233147 if you would like any further infomiation. 
T H E P U R P O S E O F T H E R E S E A R C H : 
Crime statistics suggest that whilst female rape is on the decline, mafe rape is increasing. 
One possible explanation for this could be a change in women's risk-taking behaviour, whereby 
education programs have led to increased awareness in women and a reduction in the numbers 
putting themselves at risk. This implies that women are responsible for their own abuse, and can 
protect themselves by changing their behaviour. However, this can only partially explanation 
incidence rates because the vast majority of rapes (75 - 90%) occur between people who know 
each other. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that women deciding to no longer walk home atone at 
night will lead to a marked reduction in female acquaintance rape or an increase in male rape. 
Indeed, closer examination of the profile of rape c a s e s indicates that whilst there is a decrease in 
the amount of reported stranger rapes, acquaintance rape and rape between intimates is on the 
increase. Hence, there is a need to examine the processes that may underlie this change in the 
profile of rape convictions. 
Feminist perspectives suggest that sexual violence is socially constructed (created, 
enabled and defined by society) and supported by culture and language. Rape is therefore part of 
normative sexual relations and prescribed patriarchal gender roles, where men are seen a s 
powerful and dominant, and women are seen a s submissive and relatively powertess within 
society. Hence, one possible reason why rape is such a hard crime to convict is that there is 
always the possibility in the minds of jurors that the victim may have wanted and enjoyed the 
experience. However, past research has mainly focused on the heterosexual rape of women, 
largely ignoring the experiences of male 'victim's' and female perpetrators. The purpose of this part 
of my PhD is to investigate the relationships between gender, sexuality and responses to rape 
scenes to determine v^ether shifts in rape statistics reflect wider changes in the positions of men 
and women in society (i.e. how attitudes towards male and female roles may affect the way people 
judge rape scenes). 
For anyone wishing to talk to someone about the issues raised by this study: 
Plymouth Rape Crisis Line (Counselling service for females) 01752-223584/263600 
S U R V I V O R S (Counselling service for males) 0171-833 3737 
Cornwall Rape and Sexual Abuse Centre (For males and females) 01872-262100 
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A P P E N D IX Aiii 
Study 1 
Demographic quest ionnaire 
Taken from Rayner, S . (1995). Unpublished BSc Dissertation. University of Plymouth 
Please circle the response that appl ies to you: 
1) Are you aged; 1 8 - 2 5 
2 5 - 4 0 
40 or above 
2) Are you: Male 
Female 
3) Are you: Heterosexual 
Homosexual/Lesbian 
Bisexual 
4) Have you ever had sexual intercourse with a man? Y e s / No 
5) Have you ever had sexual intercourse with a woman? Y e s / No 
6) Are you currently in a stable relationship? Y e s / No 
7) Are you currently sexually active? Y e s / No 
8) Have you ever had sexual intercourse with someone when they did not want to because: 
a) You thought when they said no they did not mean it. Y e s / No 
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b) You became so sexually aroused that you thought rt was Y e s / No 
useless to try and stop yourself. 
c) You threatened to end the relationship otherwise, or used Y e s / No 
some other pressurising argument. 
d) You used physical force. Y e s / N o 
If you have answered yes to any part of quest ion 8 cont inue to quest ion 9. 
If you have answered no to any part of quest ion 8 cont inue to quest ion 11, 
9) Was the person in question your partner? Y e s / N o 
10) How long had you known the person in question? Never met before 
First Date 
One week 
One month 
1 - 3 months 
Long term friend 
11) Have you ever had sexual intercourse woth someone vtrfien you didnl want to because: 
a) They thought when you said no you did not mean it. Y e s / No 
b) They became so sexually aroused that you thought it was Y e s / No 
useless to try and stop them. 
c) They threatened to end the relationship otherwise, or used Y e s / No 
some other pressurising argument. 
d) They used physical force. Y e s / N o 
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If you have answered yes to any part of quest ion 11 cont inue to quest ion 12. 
If you have answered no to any part of quest ion 11 then ignore all further quest ions. 
12) Was the person in question your partner? Y e s / N o 
13) How long had you known them? Never met before 
First Date 
One week 
One month 
1 - 3 months 
Long term friend 
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APPENDIX Aiv 
Study 1 
Consent form 
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APPENDIX Av 
Study 1 
Recruitment poster 
Let's talk about sex! 
5 Females & Males Required 
Fancy earning £5 {QL 1 participation point and £2.50 er 2 participation points) for discussing gender 
roles and sexuality with a student working towards a PhD for approx 1 hour'? 
If you do. please sign up for ONE of the slots below & meet me at this noticeboard 
Noon, Thurs.. April 20, 2000 
Noon. Fri , April 21, 2000 —-
Noon. Tues.. April 25. 2000 
Noon. Wed . April 26. 2000 
Noon. Fn , Apnl 28. 2 0 0 0 -
N.B. Males will be interviewed by a male interviewer and females will be interviewed by a female 
Researcher: Lou Farbus 
Supervisors Dr Susan Lea 
Or Tim Auburn 
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APPENDIX Avi 
Study 1 
E x a m p l e s o f m e m o s 
Double Standards 
' H a v i n g y o u r c a k e a n d ea t ing it^ 
Fasf emerging as the dominant theme that underpins attributions. Don't forget to look for instances 
when double standards do not exist. 
What are constructed as the causes double standards ^ related to history, class and education. 
Don't forget to toof< for instances when double standards lead to the derogation of men as well as 
women. 
Dont forget to look for instances when double standards might be seen as a good thing. 
Double standards were seen to lead to the derogation of women for having casual sex 
1.3.9 A: Yeah, and it's very casual and it's very- it's something that I guess blokes have 
1.3.10 done for years and don't seem to worry about blokes do that and it's just being a 
1.3.1 Had you know. And if women have ever done that's been like you're a slut or a 
1.3.12 tart... 
4.7.17 If I was a 
4.7.18 bloke it would be 'good on you, nice one, he has a lot of fun. I wish I 
4.7.19 could be him'. And i f it's a girl it's just like 'oh what a slapper' kind of 
4.17.20 thing. 
5.2.9 Like if a girl sleeps around she is still going to get a big old 
5.2.10 reputation, whereas when a bloke does it, it's sort of Svhey hey, one up for 
5.2.11 the lads' kind of thing. 
7.2.6 G: Again, as far as I'm concerned a girl should be able to behave exactly 
7.2.7 the same way as a man. So evoi sexually, without being called a slag. So 
7.2.8 like i f I go ofiF and sleep with loads of women I am called a stud, but i f a 
7.2.9 girl goes and does it then, you know, she's a slapper. 
8.5.3 H: I think well now they sort of expect it in the man to take the 
8.5.4 initiative and when the woman does she may be considered a slapper 
8.5.5 or a slut or something like that. 
and also in the sexual acts that men and women could 'get away with' 
3.20.10 And again being a bit 
3.20.11 hypocritical. Whereas i f a man said do this or suggests something a 
3.20.12 woman is more, but if she'd suggested the same thing thai she would 
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3.20.13 be perfectly fine. If she knows thai it has come firom her, then she 
3.20.14 knows that she's controlling it, whereas i f a man suggests it then she's 
3.20.15 not sure. 
3.15.21 . . . i f you went after another guy that you knew your 
3.15.22 friend liked, thai people, especially girls, would be like 'ooh hang on a 
3.15.23 minute. You have done that and that is bad'. Whereas if a guy did it I 
3.15.24 don't think an>'one would really notice. 
7.13.15 I 
7.13 .16 mean i f me and my girlfriend went into Ritzy and to walk straight up to 
7.13.17 ten different people of the opposite sex and said 'do you want to have sex 
7.13.18 with me' she'd gel laid and I'd get slapped. 
Or the way they want their partner to behave or treat them 
3.6.1 But then i f 
3.6.2 the same situation was with me and I was going out with my friends 
3.6.3 I'd be very like *oh, you know, I'm just going out with my friends and 
3.6.4 it's just for one night'. I was quite blaming of him when he did it, but 
3.6.5 whoi I did it, it was like he was disserting me in a way. I think I like to 
3.6.6 have the freedom to do what I want, but then i f he's gone out when I 
3.6.7 don't want him to, I was very like *oh yeah fme, go out with your 
3.6.8 friends again, leave me alone'. 
3.20.2 Because i f you are a woman and a guy 
3.20.3 gives you oral sex thai you are like 'oh, I don't know if you like doing 
3.20.4 this'. Well I don't know, I am, I am quite funny about that. But if they 
3.20.5 say 'oh 1 really aijoy doing it ' , thai I am happy for it. So evai t h ^ 
3.20.6 didn't, i f they s^ they do, as long as I don't find out, thai that's what I 
3.20.7 would be happy with. Just experimental I think and trying new things, 
3.20.8 and someone who, in turn, wouldn't pressure them into giving them 
3.20.9 blow jobs or doing things that they didn't want to do... 
3.28.6 Because I think 
3.28.7 everyone assumes thai men always wants sex, so if you go to a man 
3.28.8 who doesn't you're like 'oh there must be something really wrong 
3.28.9 here, there's something really wrong with me'. 
3.28.10 I : Right, but it's okay for a woman not to be in the mood? 
3.28.11 C: Yeah that's the hypocritical thing. 
4.22.9 D: Mm, [pause] I would probably [laughs] I would probably get really 
4.22.10 upset about it actually, mm, not straight away. Well, I would make some 
4.22.11 commoit about it. But the thing is though, if I knew beforehand that they 
4.22.12 were really tired mm [pause] I would probably try and be a bit considerate 
4.22.13 and think 'what are my chances of scoring here tonight. M^be I won't 
4.22.14 risk embarrassing myself because it is a real embarrassment and real 
4.22.15 rejection if you try and initiate sex with your partner and they don't want 
4.22.16 it. I can't think of any times- there probably have been but I can't think of 
4.22.17 mm, times in the past when 1 have initiated sex and then the person has 
224 
4.22.18 said no. U's usually the other around. 1 say no and expect them to 
4.22.19 understand. 
7.6.19 G: [sighs] Ethically, you think that it should be exactly the same, but you 
7.6.20 still think- it's a weird concept because if a bloke doesn't want sex you 
7.6.21 think that's a bit unreasonable. You sort of don't mind for blokes. Say 
7.6.22 with my partner, i f I want sex and she doesn't then I'm being 
7.6.23 inconsiderate. Is she wants sex and 1 don't then again I'm being 
7.6.24 inconsiderate. It's a bit of a double bind. But mm, you sort of feel less 
7.6.25 sympathy for a bloke whai a woman is all over him when he's out of his 
7.6.26 head unless she's absolutely minging, but thai i f one of your female 
7.6.27 friends gets dnmk and someone tries it on with her you don't feel the 
7.7.1 same. You feel more animosity towards that bloke than you would i f say 
7.7.2 the roles were reversed. 
Double standards were seen to lead to the derogation of gay men for having casual sex 
1.18.13 Maybe it's just 
1.18.14 more accepted for straight men. It's all this lads thing and my girlfriend is 
1.18.15 a model kind of thing. It makes it more acceptable in some people's e>'es 
1.18.16 than gay blokes having lots of partners. 
Double standards were thought to have an historical aetiology 
2.9.12 B: Women have been segregated. It's like the old 'she's a witch, let's bum 
2.9.13 her' thing and they never did that >vith men. 
DoutJie standards were thought to be embedded in social changes, whereby women were thought 
to want to 'have their cake and eat ir. These were said to present in the v^ y^s that men and women 
are expected to behave in social situations 
3.1.7 ...and I think 
3.1.8 that a lot of womai want at the same time they want equality, but the>' 
3.1.9 like they still expect, like if you are out with a guy or whatever, you 
3.1.10 still expect the guy to give you some money for a drink or whatever. 
3.1.11 But if it's the other way round and you were out for a date I don't think 
3.1.12 the guy would think 'oh I'm a bit short, I'm sure that the woman would 
3.1.13 give me some money'. 
3.2.20 C: 1 think it's kind of women's, womai are kind of ruling it. They can 
3.2.21 kind of say we are equal, we should be allowed to play football, we 
3.2.22 should be allowed to do this, but thai at the end if the day if a man 
3.2.23 doesn't like - well it's like a bit of an old cliche, but open the door for 
3.2.24 a woman, they're like 'oh hang on a minute'. I think it's a bit like that. 
3.2.25 1 think it's a bit like tiying to have your cake and eating it in away. 
3.4.13 - going back to the point about women being more independent and 
3.4.14 doing what they want and yet still, going back to, you know, if they 
3.4.16 want to go out with a bloke or something like that, you're still 
3.4.17 expecting him to pay in a way. 
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4.11.22 ...and if we are in a night-club they [men] will be 
4.11.23 judging women, like 'oh look at that one she's an ugly trollop' and it just 
4.11.24 makes me think 1) you are ugly yourself and 2) at least she made some 
4.11.25 kind of effort to dress up. And I think what r i ^ t have you to judge them 
4.11.26 when look at the stale of you and also look at what you shagging dififerait 
4.11.27 girls on different nights. I don't know they'll judge those girls, but it's a 
4.11.28 differait thing for them and their mates. 
5.1.14 E: Mm. In some ways I think there's a big section of feminism which I 
5.1.15 really am not keen on. It's kind of like the real extreme kind of people. 
5.1.16 who want all of this and they want their cake to eat it as well, you know. 
5.1.17 T h ^ still want some bloke to open the door for them and they still want to 
5.1.18 have all the rest of this or whatever... 
8.4.22 ... you know t h ^ ask for the equal rights and 
8.4.23 everything and thai whai you go out to dinner you have to pay, that 
8.4.24 sort of thing. 
Although social changes are also said to have addressed the balance somewhat 
4.11.8 But I think the good 
4.11.9 thing about the whole, perceived equality thing now is that it has enabled 
4.11.10 girls to call blokes slags and 1 use the term slag for males as well as 
4.11.11 females, but not as much. It's not applied so quickly I don't think. And I 
4.11.12 think a lot of men would s;^  that about blokes if their friend was going out 
4.11.13 every n i ^ t and taking a different girl home. He would have a kind of 
4.11.14 respect for him at his skill at being able to acquire so many sexual 
4.11.15 partners, but I still think he would still joke about and call him a tart or a 
4.11.16 slag or whatever. But he'd get called 'oh he's a lad' as well as a tart. 
Participants still saw historical sexisms going on today 
7.1.11 G: Yeah. Yeah like there's more womai in the workplace, but there's less 
7.1.12 in like mid-management. Like there's 30 percent of the workplace is 
7.1.13 female in the business sector, but like 80% of management is male, that 
7.1.14 kind of thing. There's like a glass ceiling type effect as regards to work. 
Double standards were thought to exist in the v/ays that male and female criminals are treated 
3.2.10 ...it's like if a man like shoots someone 
3.2.11 or something then every is like *aw' [shrugs]. But if a woman does it, 
3.2.12 it's like 'oh, wow, hang on a minute', and then sudd^Iy you find out 
3.2.13 all this stuff about that you wouldn't really read into if it was amaa 
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Construct ions of the perpetrator 
Do/7 If forget to look for the origins of people's descriptions of the perpetrator. 
Examine any links between descriptions of the perpetrator and descriptions of the victim. 
How is the information in the vignette used? 
Think about the consequences of these descriptions for victims and perpetrators in terms of 
conviction likelihoods, self-derogation and secondary victimisation. 
Some participants constructed the attacker as female (intervening condition: rape is heterosexual) 
1.24.9 A: Well just because he says that he was lying on the grass with his jeans 
1.24.10 around his ankles ummm \ think it was a woman [sounds 
1.24.11 incredulous] that did it to him. 
3.33.12 1 just imagined this girl, quite butch in a like, you 
3.33.13 know. 
Whilst the majority considered the attacker to be male or a group of males (intervening condition: 
women aren 't aggressive) 
2.18.8 ...and this other big bloke, i f s just a silhouette in my mind, just 
2.18.9 soil of attacking him. 
4.25.6 D: Oh, well at first I thought he was raped by a man because I thought it 
4.25.7 was male rape and then [pause] one man or men yeah. 
4.25 .9 D: I think because of what I had seai in Hollyoaks at first I thought was it 
4.25.10 by a group of men but I thought it was probably like a group of men but 
4.25.11 then no it could have been by one man sort of thing. 
4.25.18 D: Mm [pause], 1 think because that when you say a man was raped you 
4.25.19 assume that it's going to be raped by someone thai you perceive to be 
4.25.20 more powerful and stronger than he is. And thai person is perceived to be 
4.25.21 a man rather than a woman capable of doing that even though they are 
4.25 .22 capable of doing that [long pause]. 
5.22.8 E: Sometimes, I mean I don't know. I suppose he must be fairly powerfiil 
5.22.9 if he has to overcome a guy, but I don't know. 
6.10.6 F: Do I think it was a guy? It could have been a woman with a strap-on 1 
6.10.7 suppose. 
8.11.19 H: Mm, 1 am assuming it was a man and it says it was a night out with 
8.11.20 the mates and he says it was friendly so [ s i ^ ] and he was towering 
8.11.21 over him so it's a big man or a big bloke. 
10.8.12 K: Ah, I should imagine him to be quite sort of physically large just 
10.8.13 because he's overpowered another man. 
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Constructions of rapists were embedded in larger constmctions of sex offenders as a whole and 
these could be related to the pathological theory of rapists t e s t ^ tiy Scully. 
2.19.13 B: Idon'tknow. I've never really thought about it. I just think that they're 
2.19.14 sick. The same sort of person who would rape a giri or a child. I just think 
2.19.15 that thty're all in the same sort of category. It's just their own taste 
2.19.16 whether they want men or women, or whether they want children 
5.22.20 E: Weirdos. Well blatantly anyone who is going to do that, blokes, 
5.22.21 women, no matter what, an>'one who tries to overpower someone sexually 
5.22.22 is a blatant nutter [laughs]. 
5.23.2 E: Yeah. It depends what you define as psydiologically unwell. Not 
5.23 .3 necessarily a schizophrenic or- but just mad in some w ^ . Someone who is 
5.23.4 lacking something somewhere. 
You imagine that person 
7.16.10 would be quite fticked up and quite hostile and just quite a nasty piece of 
vvnrt tn he hnne?;! 
7.16.9 
. .U ^ 
7.16.10 work to b  o st 
10.8.17 Probably 
10.8.18 slightly mentally unstable. Ah [pause] not a very nice bloke really. Sort of 
10.8.19 hints that he wants something and he's going to get it whether the other 
10.8.20 person wants it or not. He's probably got maital problems I should 
10.8.21 imagine. 
Constructions that defined the rapist as female of concentrated on the physical attrubutes of the 
attacker and victim (inten/ening condition: large, masculine woman, small or intoxicated victim) 
2.22.10 B: I'd wonder how she'd managed it. Was she like really like muscley or 
2.22.11 something to be able to force him? Or was he really sort of small or really 
2.22.12 drunk. It's not something you really sort of hear of, women raping men. 
3.33.13 I just imagined this giri, quite butch in a like, you 
3.33.14 know. 
3.33.17 It was only actually when they were there and imagining a short 
3.33.18 skirt with quite wide legs. 
4.25.18 D: Mm [pause], I think because that when you s^ a man was raped you 
4.25.19 assume that it's going to be raped by someone that you perceive to be 
4.25.23 more powerftil and stronger than he is. And that person is perceived to be 
4.25.24 a man rather than a woman capable of doing that even though they are 
4.25.25 capable of doing that [long pause]. 
5.24.19 most cases, this is a terrible generalisation, but in most cases women 
5.24.20 wouldn't have the physical ability to overcome a man. 
7.18.11 G: Again, just hke the physical aspects of it and the idea that women just 
7.18.12 don't do that sort of thing, although it would appear that they do, but mm, 
7.18.13 it's just not something that you hear about as much. 
228 
10.8.23 ... well firstly obviously because I 
10.8.24 can't imagine a woman raping a man just because of the sort of physical 
10.8.25 sort of womoi overpowering mea It's just a mind set that you think thai 
10.8.26 men are going to be sort of physically stronger I suppose. 
Male rapists were constructed a s non-heterosexual 
3.34.20 C: I don't think that all the men who rape men are gay men. I 
3.34.21 think a lot of them might be led to believe that they are gay by 
3.34.22 stereotyping in a w ^ . 
4.26.17 D: I think they are men with g ^ tendencies and they probably do also feel 
4.26.18 something for womat, a lot of them, and in their life they try and act like 
4.26.19 heterosexual men which is why they probably possibly want to rape other 
4.26.20 mea 
4.27.4 I mean if he was 
4.27.5 g ^ [the rapist] and he could have also been g ^ in lifestyle or not reall>'. 
4.27.6 But I think a lot of g ^ male rape is by people who don't exhibit that in 
4.27.7 their normal lifestyle which is why t h ^ have to go and rape people. 
8.12.9 H: [long pause] Homosexual, bisexual possibly, but not definitely. 
4.25.8 D: Oh, well at first I thought he was raped by a man because 1 thought it 
4.25.9 was male rape and then [pause] one man or men yeah. 
10.9.4 K: Eh, gay men and, as I described earlier, sort of slightly mentally 
10.9.5 unstable I suppose. The same mm that rape women, but gay I suppose. 
The media informed people's constructions, with several participants citing programmes they had 
seen on television and articles they had read as justification for the constnjctions they offered. 
4.25.9 D: I think because of >vhat I had seai in Hollyoaks at first I thought was it 
4.25.12 by a group of men but 1 thought it was probably like a group of men but 
4.25.13 then no it could have been by one man sort of thing. 
7.16.4 G: I mean like I say you can't get much detail from that. It doesn't tell me 
7.16.5 if it was a mate or a total stranger. I mean the stereotype I would give 
7.16.6 would be someone who acts quite homophobic just from the things I've 
7.16.7 seal on TV and read about. Like the Hollyoaks thing where he's calling 
7.16.8 him a gay bastard and then he rapes him. 
However, the participants' knowledge of the researcher's area sometimes acted as an intervening 
condition to constructions of the rapist as a gay male 
4.25.18 D: Mm [pause], I think because that whCT you say a man was raped you 
4.25.19 assume that it's going to be raped by someone that you perceive to be 
4.25.20 more powerful and stronger than he is. And that person is perceived to be 
4.25.21 a man rather than a woman capable of doing that even though they are 
4.25.22 capable of doing that [long pause]. Also because it's within this contexl 
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4.25.23 which is about sexuality, mm, and we've beoi talking about sort of gay 
4.26.1 people sort of thing. So I suppose that's probably- that's there as well. 
4.26.2 I : Who is gay in this situation? 
4.26.2 D: I would say the attacker. I don't know about the victim. 
4.26.7 D: Mm [pause] yeah, yeah, definitely, defmitely. Because to want to do 
4.26.8 that to someone and to cause them- to want to have sex with another man 
4.26.9 is one thing and to do it- yeah definitely-
4.26.10 I : Yeah, so it's a sex thing? 
4.26.11 D: So definitely very gay. Not necessarily in the way t h ^ act but 
4.26.12 definitely yeah because they have gone to all that trouble in order to harm 
4.26.13 someone. 
Several participants' described the attacker as a closeted gay male 
4.26.21 D: I think they are mai with gay tendencies and they probably do also feel 
4.26.22 something for womai, a lot of them, and in their life they try and act like 
4.26.23 heterosexual men which is why they probably possibly want to rape other 
4.26.24 men. 
4.27.7 I mean if he was 
4.27.8 gay [the rapist] and he could have also beai gay in lifestyle or not really. 
4.27 .9 But I think a lot of gay male r^e is by people who don't exhibit that in 
4.27.10 their normal lifestyle which is why they have to go and rape people. 
7.16.17 G: They'renot homophobic. Theyjust generally act homophobic but 
7.16.18 would readily admit it to their mates and sort of say 'oh 1 go around 
7.16.19 beating up queers' and just generally repressed homosexuality. And 
7.16.20 people who are repressed that way are generally more homophobic than 
7.16.21 people who are quite happy with their sexuality. 
10.9.4 K: Eh, gay men and, as I described earlier, sort of slightly mentally 
10.9.5 unstable I suppose. The same men that rape women, but gay 1 suppose. 
Constructions of the rapist as male also focused on physical size and power positions 
5.22.10 E: Sometimes, I mean I don't know. I suppose he must be fairly powerful 
5.22.11 if he has to overcome a guy, but I don't know. 
8.11.22 H: Mm, I am assuming it was a man and it says it was a night out with 
8.11.23 the mates and he says it was fiiendly so [sighs] and he was towering 
8.11.21 over him so it's a big man or a big bloke. 
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Constructions of people who rape men constructed rapists as psychologically disturtjed (refer to 
Scully)... 
5.22.20 E: Weirdos. Well blatantly anyone who is going to do that, blokes, 
5.22.21 women, no matter what, an>'one who tries to overpower someone sexually 
5.22.22 is a blatant nutter [laughs]. 
8.12.13 Just scary men, big bloke, wouldn't particularly be 
8.12 .14 able to get it anywhere else sort of thing. Mm, just disturbed really 1 
8.12.15 think. 
10.8 .21 K: Ah, I should imagine him to be quite sort of physically large just 
10.8.22 because he's overpowered another man. Whether that, I'm not sure 
10.8.23 whether that's, mm, I mean I'm not sure whether that's, I mean the other 
10.8.24 man could have been really small or something, but 1 just imagine him to 
10.8.25 be quite physically large. Obviously, ah, quite domineering. Probably 
10.8.26 slightly mentally unstable. Ah [pause] not a very nice bloke really. Sort of 
10.8.27 hints that he wants something and he's going to get it whether the other 
10.8.28 person wants it or not. He's probably got mental problems I should 
10.8.29 imagine. 
10.9.4 K: Eh, gay men and, as I described earlier, sort of slightly mentally 
10.9.5 unstable 1 suppose. The same men that rape women, but gay I suppose. 
...and rapist a s socially inhibited and sexually frustrated 
5.23.2 E: Yeah. It depends what you define as psychologically unwell. Not 
5.23 .3 necessarily a schizophrenic or- but just mad in some way. Someone who is 
5.23.4 lacking something somewhere. Someone who has never been involved. 
5.23.5 Someone who has never known what it was like to love someone and who 
5.23.6 was just dead frustrated and I don't know. 
10.9.10 K: Mm, probably doesn't- never had sex in a proper relationship I 
10.9.11 wouldn't have thought. Maybe sexually deprived throughout his life. 
10.9.12 Probably a bit of a recluse. Maybe never got on with people. Sort of in his 
10.9.13 youth or [pause] I'm not too sure really. 
Lack of publicity and male rape myths supported rapist as male scripts 
5.24.16 E: I don't know, I guess you just don't hear about women raping mei 
5.24.17 because yeah, it's probably not classified as rape and blokes don't own up 
5.24.18 to it and they don't think about it in that way. And also mainly because in 
5.24.19 most cases, this is a terrible generalisation, but in most cases women 
5.24.20 wouldn't have the physical ability to overcome a man. 
7.18.11 G: Again, just like the physical aspects of it and the idea that womai just 
7.18.12 don't do that sort of thing, although it would appear that t h ^ do, but mm, 
7.18.13 it's just not something that you hear about as much. 
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Some people found it difficult to assimilate the idea of female rapists into their rape scripts and 
related the gender of the attacker to the way the victim might have felt about being attacked 
5.23.17 I: What do you think it would have been like for him if the attacker had 
5.23.18 beai female? If he had been raped by a woman? Do you think his 
5.23.19 experience of it would have been differrait? 
5.23.20 E: [pause] Vm not sure. That's an interesting thing actually, that I didn't 
5.23.21 even think about it. Thai's really mad. I'm not sure. That's bizarre. I don't 
5.23.22 know in some ways that could be even worse actually [pause] because that 
5.23.23 is just totally like blows your mind. 
Concerns over social desirability and impression management were also apparent 
5.24.9 I: What if the victim was gay Ihou^t and his attacker was a woman? 
5.24.10 E: That would also be strange [laughs]. Yeah thai would be a very bizarre 
5.24.11 situation, f don't know, in the ideal world it wouldn't make any difference 
5.24.12 what sex attacked who and who did what, but it just doesn't work like thai 
5.24.13 really Yeah, that would be really weird. 
Male rape was defined a s penetrative (thereby excluding many sexual acts from constructions) 
6.10.4 F: Don't know. Maybe he was strong Yeah, dunno, that was it. 
6.10.8 F: Do 1 think it was a guy? It could have been a woman with a strap-on I 
6.10.9 suppose. 
Rapists were constructed as evil 
6.10.14 F: Don't know, evil men I suppose, [pause] Just bad people, [pause] 
Male rape was seen a s a homophobic act by some 
7.16.4 G : I mean like I s ^ y o u can't get much detail from that. It doesn't tell me 7.16.5 
if it was a mate or a total stranger. I mean the stereotype I would give 
7.16.8 would be someone who acts quite homophobic just from the things I've 
7.16.9 seen on T V and read about. Like the Holl>'oaks thing where he's calling 
7.16.10 him a gay bastard and then he rapes him. It's just hard to imagine what 
7.16.11 would be going th rou^ another person's head. Y o u imagine thai person 
7.16.12 would be quite fucked up and quite hostile and just quite anasty piece of 
7.16.13 work to be honest. 
7.16.21 G: They're not homophobic. Theyjusl generally act homophobic but 
7.16.22 would readily admit it to their mates and sort of say 'oh I go around 
7.16.23 beating up queers' and just generally repressed homosexuality. And 
7.16.24 people who are repressed thai way are generally more homophobic than 
7.16.21 people who are quite happy with their sexuality. 
Male rape myths and heterosexism infomied constructions of the rapist 
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7.16.12 G: Mm, [pause] because I don't, I think it would be very difficult for a 
7.16.13 woman to rape a man physically purely because a guy's got to have an 
7.16.14 erection for her to have sex with him so unless she's using a dildo or 
7.16.15 whatever. And thai I'm assuming that it's a bloke raping a womaa 
Definitions of male rape drew on knowledge of rape in institutional settings and were said to be 
motivated by sexual pleasure for the perpetrator 
7.18.13 G: Again, just like the physical aspects of it and the idea that women just 
7.18.14 don't do that sort of thing, although It would appear that t h ^ do, but mm, 
7.18.15 it's just not something that you hear about as mudi. It's not as common in-
7.18.16 you see about rape in men's prisons all the time. Tve seen a couple of 
7.18.17 things about it in women's prisons, but the whole idea of they w ^ womrai 
7.18.18 have sex-1 saw a gay rape in prison and she raped her by going down on 
7.18.19 her and normally you do that to pleasure the other person not to pleasure 
7.18.20 yourself. So I can't actually see how she would actually get any physical 
7.18.21 pleasure or physical stimulation out of raping a man, whereas if it's a 
7.18.22 bloke and he rapes a bloke, he shoots his load and he's happy, whereas 1 
7.18.23 can't see a woman getting an orgasm or achieving any physical 
7.18.24 stimulation from it, you see what I mean? 
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Constructions of the victim 
Don't forget to look for the origins of people's descriptions of the victim. 
How is the in^nnation in the vignette used? 
Think about the consequences of these descriptions for victims and perpetrators in terms of 
conviction likelihood, self-<Ierogation and secondary victimisation. 
Accounts linked the victim's sexuality (i/v cond) with the gender of the attacker 
1.25.13 I: Mm, you said 'he's not g ^ ' . Thai's interesting because that kind of 
1.25.14 implies that if he'd have been a gay man you might have assumed the 
1.25.15 attacker was male. 
1.25.16 A: Yeah (sounds introspective]. I don't know. 
3.32.8 So that would be called into question all the time. Whereas with a man 
3.32.9 and a man if that was called into question, whether or not he actually 
3.32.10 wanted to do it then he would be pointed out as potentially or perhaps 
3.32.11 homosexual. Which for men is a real insult 1 think. 
4.24.12 Mm, so it would be seen as 
4.24.13 'oh my God I am a pansy, someone raped me and I can't defend myself in 
4.24.14 that sense' and it's just something you would always have in the back of 
4.24.15 your mind no matter how well you had worked through it. 
5.20.17 E: I don't know. 1 think from his reaction I think he is probably gay 
5.20.18 because 1 think straight men would just go completely off the deep aid. 
7.15.3 ... J mean it might have been a g j ^ fella who's pulled 
7.15.4 someone and then decided he didn't want to. I mean, yeah if you were 
7.15.5 gay- if you were heterosexual and th©i someone grabbed you and tried to 
7.15.6 rape you thCT I'm pretty sure you are going to say no anyway. So him 
7.15.7 saying that makes me think that m^be he was gay, pulled someone and 
7.15.8 then decided he didn't want to take it further and got raped. 
7.18.4 G: I still find it harder to give as much sympathy to a guy who has beoi 
7.18.5 raped by a woman whether he is gay or not as a guy who has been raped 
7.18.6 by a guy or a woman who has beai raped by a guy as well. 
Accounts constructed the victim as agentic 
2.17.3 B: It's just something that's a really nasty thing to happen to you 1 think. 
2.17.4 Umm, I don't know, it would make me feel dirty and just how could I 
2.17.5 have let that happen to myself. So I would assume that's how he would 
2.17.6 feel. 
2.17.7 I: Right. How he let it happai to himself How do you think he let it 
2.17.8 happen to himself? 
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2.17.9 B: I don't think he did let it happai to himself, but that's how I think you 
2.17.10 would feel. Like 'oh I could have done something to stop it', but you 
2.17.11 know, you can't always. Umm [pause]. 
Constructions drew on the physical attributes of the attacker and victim 
2.22.13 B: I'd wonder how she'd managed it. Was she like really like muscley or 
2.22 .14 something to be able to force him? Or was he really sort of small or really 
2.22.15 drunk. It's not something you really sort of hear of, women raping moi. 
10.8.13 K: Ah, I should imagine him to be quite sort of physically large just 
10.8.14 because he's overpowered another man. Whether that, I'm not sure 
10.8.15 \vhether that's, mm, I mean I'm not sure whether that's, I mean the other 
10.8.15 man could have beei really small or something... 
Accounts constructed the victim as female 
3.30.4 C : Oh that's terrible isn't it really. I think i f it didn't say thai it was a 3.30.5 
man you would assume that it is a woman for a start. I think that's kind 
3 .30.6 of going on the content, but also I think that if someone says rape then 
3.30.7 you automatically think woman because you think powerless, 
3.30.8 defenceless, can't do anything about it. 
10.7.22 K: I did imagine that it was a woman being raped as well, but a man, 1 
10.8.1 didn't really form a maital picture of it. 
Rape myths informed constructions of the victim 
3.30.6 ... but also I think that if someone says rape then 
3.30.8 you automatically think woman because you think powerless, 
3.30.9 defenceless, can't do anything about it. Where as I think you would 
3 .30.10 just assume that men can easily just push people away. 
Social changes related to GRI were linked to changes in the treatment of victims 
3.12.10 Well this is going to sound really terrible, but if it 
3.12.11 happened to a woman like a while ago then men would have been 
3.12.12 saying it was her fault in a way, whereas now if a woman screams rape 
3.12.13 then everyone is like 'oh. Hang on a minute.' Everyone seems to take 
3.12.14 the woman's side much more much than before. 
7.18.4 G: I still find it harder to give as much sympathy to a guy who has beai 
7.18.5 raped by a woman whether he is gay or not as a guy who has been raped 
7.18.6 by a guy or a woman who has beai raped by a guy as well. 
5.20.18 I 
5.20.19 think it's a lot harder for m&\ to be raped than it is for womai. That's an 
5.20.20 appalling thing to say, but it's kind of more recognised for women, so 
5.20.21 people are more inclined to have more sympathy for them and kind of-
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5.21.1 although I know there a lot of cases now where womai are not getting 
5.21.2 enough attrition, 1 think in the case of men, their whole like, when they 
5.21.3 are straight their whole idea of masculinity and their whole like - because 
5.21.4 it's such alike M am powerfijl and I can look after myself thing. It's just 
5.21.5 completely shattered and in such a dramatic way that it's just something 
5.21.6 they just couldn't, wouldn't tell an>'oneyou know? 
The media also informed people's constructions of the victim 
4.24.3 D: Absolutely gutted and sort of stripped of all his dignity and self-worth. 
4.24.4 [pause] I think, 1 don't know whether he was gay or not but on Hollyoaks 
4.24.5 that was quite a moving depiction of male rape and probably sort of 
4.24.6 similar feelings to the ones the guy on Hollyoaks was feeling. That he 
4.24.7 couldn't tell anyone, 'God this doesn't happen to many people' because 
4.24.8 everyone thinks that it doesn't happai to many people everyone keeps 
4.24.9 quiet about it. And the whole concept o f male rape has only been- in the 
4.24.10 guise of child abuse it has beai recognised for longer, but it has only been 
4.24.11 recently sort of developed really and sort o f circulated in society, like in 
4.24.12 magazine articles and stuff like that it's been. Mm, so it would be seen as 
4.24.13 *oh my God I am a pansy, someone raped me and I can't defend myself in 
4.24.14 that sense' and it's just something you would always have in the back of 
4.24.15 your mind no matter how well you had worked through it. 
Constructions of the victim's response drew on knowledge of rape in institutional settings 
7.14.8 G: Mm, bloody awful for a start. I mean it's a really harsh thing to have to 
7.14.9 happen to anyone. I mean I had a mate who had the same thing happen to 
7.14.10 him while 1 was at school and it l i k e h e s ^ s it's nothing you expect to 
7.14.11 have happen to you at all. I mean maybe if you were sent to prison or 
7.14.12 joined the army or all boys school you could sort of expect it a bit more. I 
7.14.13 mean if I was going to prison then that would be one of the things I'd be 
7.14.14 concerned about, butjust going out for anight with your mates, you may 
7.14.15 think you might get your head kicked in. But that would belike the worst 
7.14.16 case scenario, but not getting raped. 
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APPENDIX Avii 
Study 1 
Questions raised during study 1 that directed the analyses 
How are women's roles thought to have changed? 
What constitutes traditional roles for men and women? 
What constitutes 'alternative' roles for men and women? 
What is considered men's work and what is considered women's wori<? 
In what ways are men and women perceived to have changed from earlier cohorts? 
What are seen as the consequences of different roles for men and women? 
In what areas of life are men and women considered more equal than earlier cohorts? 
Are these changes seen as good or bad? 
What are seen as the good consequences? 
What are seen as the tsad consequences? 
What are the mitigating factors involved in this? 
What is seen a s 'girt power* ( G P ) ? 
What t)ehaviour5 do girls with power manifest? 
What distinguishes 'girls with power" from others? 
What effects do these behaviours have on others? 
How did G P arise? Where did it come from? 
What are seen as the good consequences? 
What are seen a s the bad consequences? 
What underlies judgements regarding the goodness or badness of different aspects 
of G P ? 
What are the mrttgating factors involved in this? 
Does G P exist? 
In what ways are women seen as more independent? Independent from what/whom? 
What/whom are women in control of? 
What are the consequences of women having more control? 
What do men/women want? 
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Why do men/women appear to want these things? 
What are the consequences of women getting what they want? 
Is there a difference between what women want and what is considered acceptable? 
What is the role of the media? 
What con^itutes acceptable/ unacceptatjie behaviour for men/women? -> Responses to sexual 
initiation/aggression 
In what ways are double standards t)eneficiat to men? 
In what ways are double standards beneficial to women? 
What is seen a s the 'new man' (NM)? 
How did the NM arise? Where did he come from? 
What are seen as the good consequences? 
What are seen as the bad consequences? 
What are the mitigating factors involved in this? 
Does the NM exist? 
What affects judgements of sexual initiation? 
What constitutes initiation behaviour? 
What constitutes acceptable and unacceptable initiation behaviour for women? 
What constitutes acceptable and unacceptable initiation behaviour for men? 
How are judgements of acceptable and unacceptaWe behaviour justified? 
How are men and women judged similarly when they initiate? 
How are men and women judged differently when they initiate? 
When are men and women considered the same and when are they considered different? 
What are men and women's expectations of sexual relationships? 
What do men and women ward from sexual relationships? 
When are homosexuals and heterosexuals considered the same and when are they considered 
different? 
What do people think homosexuals and heterosexuals want from sexual relationships? 
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What strategies do men and women use to obtam sex v\^en faced with an otistacle? (obstacle 
attracting a new mate or when met vi^th resistance from existing partner) 
When are these strategies the same? 
When are these strategies different? 
What strategies are considered acceptable and why? 
What strategies are considered unacceptable and why? 
If men and women are both passive at)Out finding partners, how do they manage it? 
What is the role of alcohol/drugs? 
When is gender related to judgements of sexual behaviour? 
When and in what ways are constructions of rape heterosexist? 
When is sexuality related to judgements of sexual t)ehaviour? 
In what vi^ys are rape myths related to judgements of sexual behaviour? 
In what ways are gender and sexuality related? 
Under what circumstances are gender and sexuality related? 
What underlies perceptions of individual differences? 
What is the role of age? What strengthens belief in rape da ims? 
What undemiines belief in rape claims? 
What is the role of feminism? 
What constitutes permissible force? 
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APPENDIX Bl 
Study 2 
Case summary 
In an effort not to give favour to one particular construction in the retelling of this case, the facts' 
outlined here are those that were reported in both papers. The information was taken from excerpts 
where the at^ors involved were directly quoted where possible, and any information that was 
considered emcAive (such as whether or not the accused showed remorse during or after the 
attack) has been omitted. 
Case Study: Events at Grand Union Canal 
According to reports in both newspapers somewhere between the hours of midnight and 
1am on July 22, 2000 a 37 year old woman (Delphi Newman) was gang raped after being 
approached by Claire Marsh, 18 and Marvin Edwards, 18 a s she walked home alone. Ms Newman 
had spent the evening drinking at several different places with various people she knew. 
Witness reports stated that Ms Marsh and Mr Edwards approached Ms Newman after one 
of their group (of between 12 and 14 youths) suggested robbing her. As a means of getting her to 
join the rest of their group Ms Marsh and Mr Edwards asked Newman if she would like to smoke 
cannabis with them. She accepted, and followed them onto the towpath of the Grand Union Canal 
in Ladbroke Grove, West London. Ms Newman said she felt no concern until approximately eight 
other people, including at least three girls, joined them and started to crowd around her. When Ms 
Newman tried to break away to walk home she either tripped, or was pushed, into the canal. A s 
she emerged Ms Marsh allegedly punched the woman to the ground. At this point, Ms Marsh 
allegedly removed the woman's top and suggested that the male members of the group sexually 
assault her whilst she and other members of the group held her down. Over the next 15 minutes 
Marvin Edwards and Nathan Hewitt (aged 15) allegedly raped Ms Newman until she managed to 
get up and njn back towards the road. However, several members of the group caught up with her 
and the assault continued until her screams allegedly frightened them off. 
Despite Ms Marsh's actions falling outside of the legal definition, the prosecution 
successfully argued that she should be charged with rape because she had acted a s a 'principal tn 
a joint enterprise' (Guardian & Telegraph. February 28. 2001). Consequently, Marsh, Edwards and 
Hewitt were all charged with rape on February, 27, 2001 at Blackfriars Crown Court, Central 
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London along with two other youths, aged 15 and 16 who were charged with (and later cleared of) 
indecent assault. All of those charged with rape initially pleaded not guilty. Ms Marsh admitted 
meeting and hitting the woman in self-defence, but denied being present at the time of the sexual 
assault. 
During the trial the defence had argued that Ms Marsh was a studious, level-headed girt 
with nine G C S E s who had gone off the rails after becoming homeless and getting in with the wrong 
company. Her part in the assault was seen as an attempt to be accepted by the other members of 
the group. However, the prosecution and the judge, Timothy Pontius, argued that she was 
intelligent enough to understand the consequences of her actions. 
Having changed their plea to guilty, Edwards and Hewitt were both sentenced at the Old 
Bailey on May 8, 2002 to five years at an institution for young offenders. However, Ms Marsh, who 
had maintained her innocence throughout the trial, was sentenced to seven years at a young 
offender's institution. All three were ordered to sign the sex offenders' register and remain on it for 
life. 
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APPENDIX Bii 
Study 2 
Newspaper articles 
GUARDIAN ARTICLES 
Gang rapists encouraged by women in canal attack 
Nick Hopkins, crime correspondent 
Guardian 
Tuesday July 25, 2000 
Line number 
1 A 37-year-old woman was thrown into a canal and then gang raped by a group 
2 of youths who were t>eing encouraged by their girlfriends. Scotland Yard 
3 revealed yesterday. 
4 The victim was left naked on the towpath of the Grand Union Canal between 
5 Ladbroke Grove and north Kensington, west London, following the attack at 
6 12.45am on Saturday. 
7 "She managed to pick herself up and she ran home without any clothes on," 
8 said Detective Inspector Mike Christensen, who is leading the hunt for the 
9 attackers. 
10 "She has been through a tenible ordeal. Everyone who has heard about it 
11 is very shocked. 
12 "This was an unprovoked and savage attack on a defenceless woman. We need 
13 to find the people who did this." 
14 Scotland Yard said she was raped by three different men and then subjected 
15 to a serious sexual assault by a fourth. 
16 it appears that the woman was set upon as she walked home after a night 
17 out in the neighbourhood. 
18 When she reached the tow path from the Harrow Road, she was approached by 
19 a group of black, while and mixed race youths aged between about 16 and 
20 22. 
21 Police do not believe she knew any of them. 
22 'They befriended her and she walked with them for about 150 yards." said 
23 Det Insp Christensen, who is based at Netting Hill police station. 
24 The gang then turned on her for no apparent reason. 
25 S h e was pushed in the canal and when she climbed out of the water, she was 
26 attacked. 
27 The men tore off her clothes, forced her to the ground and raped her. 
28 "It appears there were four women in the group who were standing around 
29 and encouraging the men a s this was going on," said Mr Christensen. 'They 
30 threw her clothes back in the water and left her." 
31 The woman struggled home and the police were called immediately. 
32 "We have no idea why they did this to her. We doni think there is any 
33 link between them. The victim is extremely badly shaken and is getting the 
34 medical attention and emotional support that she needs." 
242 
35 So far the woman has been too distressed to give descriptions of the 
36 attackers, but she has told officers she believes there were between eight 
37 and 12 tn the group. 
38 Detectives are checking C C T V coverage of the area and are hoping witnesses 
39 v/ill come forward. 
40 Anyone with information can call the incident room at Netting Hill, 0208 
41 246 0124, or Crimestoppers, 0800 555 111. 
42 This stretch of the Grand Union Canal in west Ljsndon has been a favoured 
43 haunt of muggers and drug users in recent years. 
44 The incident comes nearly four years after the gang rape of an Austrian 
45 tourist who w a s also thrown into a London canal. The 33-year-oId victim 
46 was attacked by eight youths near to the Regent's Canal in King's Cross. 
47 The youths were caught and sentenced to lengthy custodial sentences. 
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Twisted sisters 
Last week, a teenage girl was charged with rape. A shocking tone incident 
or a sign of rising woman-on-woman violence? 
Anita Chaudhuri 
Guardian 
Tuesday August 15. 2000 
Line number 
1 Girt. 18, F a c e s Rape Charge." A s headlines go. it is as chilling as it is 
2 unusual. On Friday, Claire Marsh, accused of cheering on an alleged sex 
3 assault on a canal towpath, was charged with rape. She was also charged 
4 v\mh indecent assault and conspiracy to rob. Scotland Yard claimed the 
5 young woman had been charged because she allegedly acted as a "prindpar' 
6 with three boys suspected of carrying out the attack. Two other girls, 
7 aged 14 and 16, are among four teenagers who have been arrested and 
8 charged with intimidating a witness. 
9 Angela Carter wrote In the Company of Wolves: "If there's a beast in man, 
10 it meets its match in woman." Her words appear prescient now. Whatever the 
11 outcome of this case, the very idea that a woman could be capable of 
12 involvement in another woman's rape is hard to stomach. 
13 Reported incidents of rape by women are extremely rare but not unheard of. 
14 In 1977, there was the infamous case of Joyce McKtnney, an American drama 
15 student who followed ex-boyfriend Kirk Anderson to Esher, Surrey, where he 
16 was wori^ing as a Mormon missionary. With an accomplice, she kidnapped him 
17 at gunpoint and drove him to a cottage where she chained him to the bed 
18 and, he claimed, forced him to have sex. She was arrested and the case 
19 brought to court, but she escaped British justice by fleeing the country 
20 while on bail, using a false passport, and disappearing into the 
21 wilderness of America's Appalachian mountains. Tracked down last year, she 
22 told an interviewer "Everywhere I go, people always remember me as a 
23 woman who did the unthinkable - raped a man." 
24 Women becoming involved in sexual assaults is a phenomenon more prevalent 
25 in the U S , where young women are deeply entrenched in the tribal 
26 initiation rituals of gang culture. Anne Campbell, a psychologist at the 
27 University of Durham, has studied the behaviour of girls in gangs, both in 
28 the UK and in New York. "I first heard about women getting involved in 
29 rapes when I was wortcing v/ith gangs in America," she says. 'The girts 
30 would procure other girts for the guys - girts outside the gang - and 
31 would be invoked in holding them down while the men raped them. Sometimes 
32 the /d go even further than that. But those would be extreme situations, 
33 perhaps where one woman had a grudge against another." 
34 In her book. The Girts in the Gang, Campbell asserts a Danwinian influence 
35 on the escalation of violent behaviour among women towards women. "If you 
36 look at evolutionary theory, it tells us men use aggression to gain status 
37 and dominance, and thus preferential access to the most desirable women in 
38 their community. It used to be that all a woman had to do to get the most 
39 desirable man v r^as to look good. Thafs changing now, so we're seeing more 
40 aggressive behaviour in women towards other women." 
41 There has been an increase in Britain in the numt>er of violent crimes 
42 among girts under 18. In 1981, 65 girts were convicted of such crimes per 
43 100.000 of the population; by 1997. that figure had reached 135. Last 
44 year, a survey by Loughborough University revealed that 80% of 
45 respondents, aged 14-18, had been involved in at least one physical fight; 
46 15% of those claimed to have felt a high after the event. A larger study, 
47 by Demos, of 2.000 women aged 18-24, indicated that 13% thought it was 
48 acceptable to use physical violence to get what they wanted. 
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49 In recent years, there have been several high-profile cases to reflect 
50 this upswing in female violence. Some of the stories were hyped to a 
51 frenzy, most notably Liz Huriey being held at knifepoint by a girl gang. 
52 These giris turned out not to be London's answer to Tank Giri or Lara 
53 Croft but three homeless teenagers looking for money to buy a burger - a 
54 fact that went largely unreported. More seriously, last November, a judge 
55 was prompted to "name and shame" a gang of 14-year-old giris who earned 
56 out knifepoint robberies on other girts. 
57 Another case, in south London, involved a 14-year-old being set upon by a 
58 gang of giris aged between 11 and 14. She was stripped, beaten, her skin 
59 dravm on, her hair pulled out and it v ^ claimed she was offered to a gar^ 
60 of boys a s a rape victim. Greenock teenager Barbara Gillen was tortured 
61 and abused for two days by a gang of five teenage giris, while Louise 
62 Allen, 13. was kicked to death by two female members of the Canada Square 
63 Gang in Northamptonshire back in 1996. 
64 Women may be seeking power by imitating male behaviour but there are other 
65 reasons for the rise in violent crime among young women. "Giris used to be 
66 segregated off a lot more in temns of their activities and leisure time. 
67 Now they tend to join in with their male peers, so you get c a s e s of them 
68 being involved in traditionally male crimes." says Rachel Lipscomb, deputy 
69 director of the Magistrates Association, who has worthed with youth courts 
70 since 1985. "In addition, girts are drinking far more than they used to. 
71 You c a m overestimate the impact that that has on triggering aggressive 
72 behaviour. Latest figures suggest alcohol is a factor in between 78 and 
73 87% of all violent crimes." 
74 Drugs are another factor. According to Maggie Hall, project director of 
75 Women In Prison, a large proportion of the young women they see are 
76 addicted to crack. "You can come up with all the theories you like about 
77 why a girt would behave violently, but if she's puffing on a crack pipe 
78 and drinking a lot. logic doesn't prevail." 
79 Hal) also advises that we look more closely at the statistics. "OK, so you 
80 see there's a big increase in violent assaults. But then, when you ask a 
81 few questions, you build a different picture. Assault can mean pushing a 
82 store detective away or spitting at a policeman. I'm not saying those 
83 actions are right - they are not - but do they really constitute violent 
84 assaultr* 
85 There are others who say women's propensity towards violent behaviour is 
86 nothing new. 'Throughout history, there have been certain issues that have 
87 triggered violent behaviour in women. Look at how women behaved in the 
88 French Revolution and again during the suffragette movement." Lipscomb 
89 says. "I'm not sure that what weVe seeing is anything new." 
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Woman on trial for gang rape 
18-year-old 'admitted she hit and held down' woman beside canal 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Wednesday Febmary 28. 2001 
Line number 
1 A woman aged 37 was held down while her clothes were ripped off and her 
2 face punched by another female, whose friends, seconds later, "piled in" 
3 to gang rape her. a court heard yesterday. 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, admitted to police that she struck her victim to the 
5 ground and held down her arms before another gang member kicked the woman 
6 in the head. 
7 One 14-year-oId member of the group said Marsh yanked off the woman's top 
8 to expose her breasts. The victim described how a giri, believed to be 
9 Marsh, laughed throughout her ordeal and rallied the rapists - one of whom 
10 approached "with a smile on his face" - with the cry. "go on. give her 
11 some". 
12 The extent of Marsh's alleged involvement during the savage attack in west 
13 London last summer emerged during a trial at Blackfriars crown court, 
14 central London, yesterday in which she was jointly charged, with four 
15 others, with rape. 
16 Although it is not the first time In British legal history that a woman 
17 has been charged with rape. Marsh is believed to be the youngest charged 
18 with the offence. 
19 Scotland Yard holds no statistics on the exceptionally rare crime of women 
20 raping women. 
21 Manfln Edwards, 18. from Brentford, west London, and a 15-year-oId, have 
22 already admitted the offence, but Marsh, together with a 16-year-old and 
23 another 15-year-oId. are also being tried on the grounds that they were 
24 part of a "joint enterprise" and played some part in it. 
25 Explaining to the jury how it was posable to prosecute a woman for rape. 
26 Richard Whittam. prosecuting, said: "Obviously, being a female, she 
27 herself couldnt commit what Is defined a s sexual intercourse in law, by 
28 herself, penetrating the victim. But, if she was party to a group attack 
29 and if s h e was actively encouraging, ready to lend a physical hand, to 
30 join in, or if she was holding down when the event was taking place, she 
31 in law would be guilty of rape, although female." 
32 The jury, of seven women and five men, heard how the vicious rape by the 
33 after the woman was persuaded to walk along the Grand Union canal less 
34 than frve minutes from where she lived, in Ladbroke Grove, west London. 
35 The woman said she met a young woman with short dark hair - believed to be 
36 Marsh - and a black youth as she crossed the canal after an evening's 
37 drinking, fell into a conversation, and "stupidly" agreed to join them 
38 when they suggested smoking cannabis. 
39 At first the mood seemed "jovial" and she danced along the towpath, but 
40 after eight other people, including up to three girls, joined them the 
41 atmosphere altered and she decided it would be better to return home. It 
42 was then that she was pushed into the canal. 
43 "I felt a couple of people, one was a girl, getting in dose and then I 
44 was in the canal. I didnl slip. I was pushed, elbowed, tripped. It was 
45 pretty quick." 
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46 The victim, who had admitted to being "pretty tipsy" after drinking six 
47 pints of lager, said she was "pretty freaked out" and went into "sober 
48 escape mode". 
49 But as she went to clamber out, the court heard how Marsh punched her in 
50 the face, grabbed her wrist and asked her "What are you playing at?" The 
51 teenager later admitted to police that she had punched the woman in the 
52 face and held her arms down because she thought her tone w a s "a^ressive* 
53 The court heard how the woman had heard a girt say "yeah, do her". And as 
54 she lay pinned to the ground, they began to rip her clothes off. She then 
55 described how three people pinned down her shoulders and legs while she 
56 was raped by two different people. After the second rape she saw her 
57 chance to escape. 
58 "I was going through different emotions from afraid to anger and then I 
59 just struggled while there was a pause. I got up and I just ran for it. It 
60 was complete survival. I didnt look back." she said. 
61 But three or four of them, including a girt, caught up with her, pushed 
62 her on to the gravel and continued to "grab my limbs like an animal -
63 dragging me along the ground and kicking me". 
64 Her screams eventually frightened them off, and still naked she ran home, 
65 where her tx)yfriend called the police. 
66 Marsh, a bingo caller of Margate, Kent, the 16-year-oId and the 
67 15-year-old. neither of whom can be named for legal reasons, all deny 
68 rape. 
69 The two youths also deny indecently assaulting the woman. 
70 The case continues. 
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Woman hit rape victim 
Tania Branigan 
Guardian 
Friday March 9. 2001 
Line number 
1 An 1&-year-old woman accused of encouraging a gang rape yesterday admitted 
2 punching the victim in the face, but told Blackfriars crovm court in 
3 central London that she v/outd have stopped the attack had she been 
4 present. 
5 Claire Marsh and two youths aged 15 and 16, who cannot be named for legal 
6 reasons, have been charged with rape on the grounds that they were party 
7 to the assault on the 37-year-old woman although they did not actually 
8 have intercourse with her. They deny the charges. 
9 The victim was attacked by the Grand Union canal at Ladbroke Grove, west 
10 London, in July 22 last year. Marvin Edwards, 18, and a 15-year-oId who 
11 cannot be named have admitted rape and will be sentenced later. 
12 Earlier, the victim said she had been pushed into the canal and was 
13 punched in the face by Marsh as she crawled out. She said the gang ripped 
14 her clothes off and pinned her down while she was raped by two youths. She 
15 also said a girl, believed to be Marsh, encouraged her attad^ers. 
16 Yesterday Marsh insisted she had left the group by the time of the attack. 
17 "If I was [there] I would have stopped it because I doni approve of that 
18 sort of thing." she said. 
19 She said the woman had appeared to be drunk or on drugs when she 
20 approached the group and asked for cannabis. There was a "laughing, joking 
21 atmosphere". Marsh searched her pockets. 
22 Asked by Judge Timothy Pontius what she would have done had she found cash 
23 or valuables, she replied: "I would have thought about taking it. but I 
24 wouldn't have done it because it wouldn't be right." 
25 Marsh, now a bingo caller but was unemployed at the time, said the woman 
26 had "held her arms out like a crucifix" and jumped backwards into the 
27 canal. When she dimbed out she seemed aggressive and lunged forward. 'The 
28 way I took she was coming towards me to hit me. I actually hit her in the 
29 face ... Basically I was defending myself." 
30 The woman fell over and Marsh held her down and asked her what she was 
31 playing at. But she said she released her when another member of the group 
32 kicked the woman's head. She had then gone to visit a friend. 
33 The case was adjourned until Monday. 
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'Geezer girl' joins handful of females convicted of offence 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17. 2001 
Line numt>er 
1 Claire Marsh, known in the l_adbroke Grove area as a "geezer girt" who 
2 tried to out-tough boys in her gang, earned a chill notoriety yesterday by 
3 becoming one of only a handful of women to be convicted of rape. 
4 Technically deemed an impossibility by a woman, the crime is defined in 
5 law as "penile penetration of a vagina or anus without a person's consent 
6 or being reckless as to whether they consent." 
7 Women, on the rare occasions they are involved in such attacks, tend to be 
8 charged with aiding and abetting, vk^ich carries the same sentence, yet in 
9 this case the crown successfully argued the definition should be extended 
10 since Marsh acted as a "prindpar in a "joint enterprise". 
11 The Home Office makes no distinction in its statistics between women 
12 raping and aiding and abetting the crime. Yet. even including both 
13 categories, the number of women accused of rape is tiny: between 1997 and 
14 2000,14 were charged in the Metropolitan police area. None is believed to 
15 have been convicted. Only 10 women have been found guilty of rape in 
16 England and Wales since 1995, compared with neariy 3.000 men. 
17 When women rape, they turn almost exclusively on women: only one 
18 conviction, in 1999, related to a woman raping a man. In 1977. American 
19 drama student Joyce McKinney kidnapped her ex-boyfriend at gunpoint with 
20 an accomplice, chained him to a bed and forced him to have sex. 
21 Of 10 c a s e s unearthed by criminologist Amanda Matravers. of which one led 
22 to a woman being convicted of rape and nine to convictions for aiding and 
23 abetting, five involved a mother aiding and abetting her husband in 
24 incest, and five rape by gangs. 
25 In contrast to the Marsh case, Dr Matravers found that the gangs always 
26 knew their victims, often ousted group members. 'The motives were very 
27 much those of revenge," said Dr Matravers. of Cambridge University's 
28 Institute of Criminology. "Often the women in the gang would turn on a 
29 fellow group member because she had slept with their boyfriend. 
30 'The women tended to be much more angry than the men in the group about 
31 this kind of transgression. They tended to say: 'She asked for it'." 
32 All the women denied there vi^s a sexual motive. "Culturally they couldnl 
33 accept it, but clearly there was a lot of excitement and a lot of 
34 encouraging." 
35 Why Marsh - described by a former teacher as "a helpful pupil... vi^io was 
36 never excluded or disciplined and never involved in acts of aggression" -
37 behaved like this to a woman she had never met and in a group she had only 
38 known a few days, one can barely imagine, but perhaps she saw it as the 
39 ultimate means of acceptance. 
40 "I think everyone got swept along with it and perhaps as a new member of 
41 the group, she was showing off," said a senior detective. 
42 As one gang member said: "She's a geezer bird. She'd easily beat you up: 
43 she can be soft one minute and hard the next, i rs like she's trying to be 
44 like a man." 
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Woman found guilty of towpath rape 
Teenager punched victim and held her down in gang attack 
Sarah Ha» 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17, 2001 
Line number 
1 A teenager became what is believed to be the youngest woman ever to be 
2 convicted of rape yesterday when a court njled she stripped, punched and 
3 pinned down a 37-year-old woman during a "particulariy vile and 
4 horrifyi ng" sex attack. 
5 Claire Marsh. 18, joined the handful of women convicted of the crime after 
6 the jury found she was a central figure in the gang rape, which happened 
7 after 14 people lured the victim to the side of the Grand Union canal in 
8 Ladbroke Grove, west London, in July last year. 
9 The juiy at Blackfriars crown court decided that she not only held down 
10 her victim so that two friends could rape her but rallied the teenagers 
11 with cries of "Yeah, do her" and "Go on, give her some". 
12 Richard Whittam, for the prosecution, said: "If she was party to the group 
13 attack and if she was actively encouraging and therefore ready to lend a 
14 physical hand or if she was holding down while the offence was taking 
15 place, she in law. would be guilty of rape, although a female." 
16 The teenagers conviction came after her two fellow rapists. Marvin 
17 Edwards. 18, of Brentford, west London, and a 15-year-old, from Plaistow, 
18 east London, changed their pleas to guilty at the start of the three-week 
19 trial. A second 15-year-old and 16-year-old, who also stood trial with 
20 Marsh for being part of the "joint enterprise", were cleared. 
21 As her verdict was read. Marsh, a one-time bingo-caller from Margate. 
22 Kent, remained stony-faced before turning to shnjg at her mother in the 
23 public gallery, who was crying. 
24 Judge Timothy Pontius rejected a bail application, ruling that she remain 
25 in custody until sentencing at the Old Bailey on May 8. "Given this was a 
26 particulariy vile and horrifying offence of sexual brutality, a 
27 substantial custodial sentence is inevitable," he warned. 
28 The jury had heard how the night of the rape, July 21, had begun as a 
29 "pleasant evening' for the victim, drinking in the sunshine of Ladbroke 
30 Grove with friends. 
31 The woman, a professional who is now eight months' pregnant, though not as 
32 a result of the rape, had a couple of pints at her local before meeting 
33 her tx>yfriend at 7pm at a pub in Portobetto Road and then moving on atone 
34 to a bar in the nearby Harrow Road in the hope of meeting a girlfriend. 
35 She was not there, but the woman remained drinking with other friends 
36 before leaving at midnight to go home. 
37 The woman met a stocky black youth and a woman "with short dari< hair" -
38 believed to be Edv\^rds and Marsh.The pair offered her a joint and, in a 
39 "pretty tipsy" state, she followed them on to the tow-path. 
40 That decision led her to fall straight into the clutches of the Drayford 
41 Crew - a gang of teenagers, some as young as 12, who spent their days 
42 playing truant, "smoking pot and getting laid" in a local park and, for 
43 some, "borrowing" mopeds on which to drive around the area's estates. 
44 Only two of the youths had convictions for petty crimes - but the 10 boys 
45 and four giris were, in practice, a band of thieves who terrorised the 
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46 local estates and had a fear of being seen as "a grass." 
47 So intense was this fear that Edwarcte warned the 16-year-old not to talk 
48 to police by threatening to blow up his home. Four of the gang - including 
49 the cleared 15-year-old - were taken to a youth court for intimidating a 
50 girl member. 
51 The crew did not regard their crime as morally repugnant in any way. 
52 Police were able to arrest them quickly because Edwards and the guilty 
53 15-year-old had been bragging about what they had done in the 
54 neighbourhood; gang members insisted "she was asking for it". As for 
55 Marsh, who has nine G C S E s and came across in police interviews as 
56 confident (evel-headed. quietly-spoken and intelligent, if somewhat 
57 "stern", she showed no remorse. 
58 "She said she was sorry for the woman but I personally felt it w a s n l 
59 genuine", said Detective Constable Christopher Fetton, who first 
60 interviewed her. The gang's lack of sympathy for their victim emerged a s 
61 they watched her from the steps of Ladbroke Bridge, wending her way across 
62 the Grand Union Canal . "Let's jack [rob] her", one youth suggested, and 
63 Marsh and Edwards ran up to lure her down. 
64 At first the mood seemed light: one of the girts asked for a cigarette and 
65 the woman handed over a packet. 
66 Once by the canal the 16-year-old allegedly placed his arm around the 
67 victim*^ shoulders. Marsh began to surreptitiously rifle through her 
68 jacket pockets for money. 
69 Gradually, the talk became sexual: there was jesting about swapping pot 
70 for "a blow job". And then she felt uncomfortable. "I felt a couple of 
71 people, one was a girl, getting close, too close." the woman told the 
72 court. 'Then I was in the canal. I didnt slip, I was pushed or tripped. I 
73 went into very sober escape mode." 
74 She hauled herself out but her ordeal had only just begun. A giri's voice 
75 commanded: "Yeah, do h e r . and then they piled in, with Marsh, the 
76 daughter of a martial arts instructor, punching her and holding down her 
77 arms. 
78 One gang member told of how she "booted" their victim in the face a s she 
79 fell, while another described her ripping off the woman's top. 
80 As she did so, the 15-year-oId rapist pulled down her trousers and raped 
81 her. Edwards, who has learning difficulties, then did the same, while 
82 Marsh, who had only known Edwards a few weeks and the others days, taunted 
83 her with cries of "Oh, you slag!", and rallied the rapists with the cry. 
84 "Go on. give her some." 
85 As her victim was to tell the court; "I just remember the girt, the one I 
86 met on the bridge, in front of me, pointing at me and laughing and 
87 encouraging them." The woman escaped after 15 minutes but was caught. She 
88 later managed to struggle free. 
89 Police said that though "obviously distraught", she was "a strong woman 
90 who has coped with it a s well a s anyone could". But one senior detective 
91 said she felt particulariy betrayed by Marsh's involvement: 'The 
92 impression she gives is that she feels more betrayed that a woman could 
93 egg on ail these boys to do it." 
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Women beware women 
As one woman is convicted of the rape of another, Mary Kenny asks what has 
changed since those halcyon days of 70s feminism when sisterhood vras a 
given 
Mary Kenny 
Guardian 
Monday March 19, 2001 
Line number 
1 Can one woman rape another? Technically, no, since the legal definition of 
2 rape is penile penetration. But women have been accused of participating 
3 in the crime of rape and at Blackfriars Crown Court in London on Frklay. 
4 18-year-oId Claire Marsh w a s convicted of the rape of a 37-year-old woman. 
5 The teenager, who pinned the woman to the ground during a "vile and 
6 horrifying" sex attack, is thought to be the youngest of the few females 
7 ever to be convicted of such an offence in this country. 
8 Rape has been so strongly characterised a s the definitive male crime 
9 against women that it is shocking to think another woman could side with 
10 the enemy in it. It is always assumed that women will identify with the 
11 female vidim of rape and judge an accused man harshly. This is not 
12 necessarily so. Aneodotally, it has been obseived that female jurors are 
13 more likely to listen sympathetically to the man and wonder whether the 
14 woman "asked for i f by wearing provocative clothes or "leading him on" 
15 The notion of "sisterhood" - that 1970s feminist theory of solidarity 
16 between all females - was based on the assumption that all women will 
17 identify with one another to the exdusion of all men. TTiis idea came from 
18 America, where Marxism had never really got a foothold: for Marxism had 
19 taught that notions of solidarity were based on class, not s e x Simone de 
20 Beauvoir believed that feminism could never unite all women because of her 
21 understanding of Marxist thinking: the woman bourgeois does not have the 
22 same class interests as the female proletariat. 
23 But American-led feminism prodaimed that all women were sisters and that 
24 remains the philosophical basis of thinking about feminism to this day. 
25 Thus it is assumed that women in general will welcome the "feminisation of 
26 the woricplace" and will identify with and support other women in a range 
27 of personal, and even political, circumstances. We are supposed to be 
28 horrified that the next partiament will very likely have fewer women MPs , 
29 though many females were probably secretly delighted when Germaine Greer 
30 trashed "Blair's Babes" a s a useless yes-sir backing group for a 
31 nardssi^ ic Tony Blair. 
32 Wanting more women in parliament is very 1970s. based on the notion that 
33 every woman in the country wants a female MP. They don't. They want an MP 
34 who best represents their interests, v^^hether individual or community, and 
35 that could be either a man or a woman. 
36 1 don't disparage, entirely, the notion of "sistertiood" advanced by 1970s 
37 feminism: like Christianity - and Mandsm - there is a basic idealism and 
38 even a basic kindness to it. Women shoufd be nice to one another and help 
39 one another along. Women shouldnl fall into the bitchy 
40 "scratch-your-eyes-ouT stereotype that had been advanced in the past (and 
41 that is sometimes caricatured tJy male gays when camping up a quan-el). 
42 Women shouldn't be prejudiced against one another, as sometimes our 
43 mothers were, "Loved him, hated her" being a common judgment on 
44 encountering a couple. My mother had been friends with the German 
45 ambassador to Ireland in the 1940s and as a young feminist I remonstrated 
46 with her for this. "How could you? He was a Nazi!" Mother w a s indignant. 
47 "He w a s a perfect gentleman! She might have been a Nazi" - referring to 
48 the attradive wife in question - "but he certainly wasnt." 
49 "Oh, blame the woman!" I yelled. We believed our generation would never 
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50 take this hostile woman-against-woman approach: we would show solidarity 
51 with other females. 
52 All ideals eventually involve hypocrisy, because virtue is essentially 
53 against human nature. And looking back now. with as much h o n e ^ as I can 
54 bear to muster, this "sisterty solidarit/' contained vast dollops of 
55 hypocrisy. Beneath the surface of feminist sisteriy decorum, the usual 
56 spite and hatreds seethed. We thought nothing of stealing another woman's 
57 husband if it suited us, as the recent revelations in Esther Rantzen'S 
58 autobiography have so disingenuously demonstrated. I now believe women 
59 positively like seducing other women's husbands, because the thrill of 
60 taking possession of the man is added to the usual frisson of a sexual 
61 adventure. 
62 Indeed. I think many young women actually prefer married men to single men 
63 because of the competitive excitement of trumping another woman - along 
64 with a Danwinian attraction to proven successful mates. In her booK 
65 Rantzen not only describes how she coveted Desmond Wilcox, her best 
66 friend's spouse: in what I now recognise as typical female fashion, she 
67 gloats over the fact that she was sexually so much more interesting than 
68 poor, boring old Patsy. 
69 Women can be supportive and sisterty to other women, but there has to be a 
70 value-added dause in the contract. Females are notoriously better at 
71 friendship than group bonding, and women make loyal irelividual friends. 
72 Women will encourage and help other women in work situations if they 
73 genuinely happen to like one another, or if there is a replication of a 
74 successful family relationship: mother-daughter, aunt-niece, the sibling 
75 bond of blood sisters. They will also cooperate if it is demonstrably in 
76 their interest. I am always nice to young women now because as I get older 
77 they will be the command generation and I will need them to be kind to me. 
78 Women, who control the worid of social niceties, are also better at 
79 dissembling and will feign cordiality where they think they must. But 
80 where there is competition for men, deep, visceral dislike or a clash of 
81 values - the at)Ortion debate has women on both sides - the solidarity of 
82 sisterhood is replaced by the fangs and d a w s of feline ferocity. 
83 Rape and personal violence are about the primitive side of human beings. I 
84 would hope no reasonable or decent woman would aid or abet a rape, but 
85 then we are not here in the realm of reason or decency. Among primates, a 
86 female will side with a powerful male against other females and against 
87 her own young. In c a s e s of child abuse, the mother has at times sided with 
88 the abusive male rather than defend her child. Moreover, gang rape 
89 involves the particular psychology of manic group behaviour. 
90 There are a lot of complex elements in this picture. But we should not 
91 doubt that women can be beastly to other women at a number of levels. 
92 Sistertiood is not as powerful as we once imagined. 
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Girls lead the pack in new gangland violence 
Tony Thompson, crime correspondent 
Observer 
Sunday April 15,2001 
Line number 
1 They are violent, they hate women and are behind a surge in gang-related 
2 violence across Britain. Meet the latest phenomenon behind a surge in 
3 crime: lone teenage girts woricing with a pack of young men. 
4 A new breed of street gang, composed of teenage boys vt^ th a single female 
5 member, has been identified by criminologists after it swept across the 
6 United States to become increasingly apparent here. 
7 Delinquent young females are rejecting the notion of 'girt power' and with 
8 it the support of members of their own sex. 
9 I r^ead , they seek membership of male gangs by showing they are equally 
10 capable of violence and aggression. Once accepted, the girts often become 
11 hostile to all other females. 
12 In extreme cases, crtminologists believe the presence of a single female 
13 member can boost the levels of violence v^thin the gang a s a whole, and 
14 point out that in the past year a numt>er of notorious crimes have been 
15 commited by groups of offenders matching this profile. 
16 Last week detectives investigating the murder of a man vt^o was kicked and 
17 punched to death charged eight teenage boys and a 16-year-old girl v^th 
18 violent disorder in relation to the killing. 
19 The man was set upon in London last summer after going to the aid of his 
20 friend who being robbed. 
21 Criminologist Dr Jody Miller is the author of One Of The Guys, a new book 
22 published after a five-year study into the involvement of young women in 
23 street gangs in Britain and America. She found that the common perception 
24 of girts forming their own gangs as a form of empowerment does not 
25 necessarily hold true. 
26 'Previous research led me to expect that v ^ e n I talked with girts in 
27 gangs, they would emphasise the importance and strength of their female 
28 friendship networtcs and the family-like nature of these bonds. 
29 'Instead, in many instances I found quite the contrary: many girls told me 
30 they were "like dudes in girts" bodies" who thought most girts were 
31 untrustworthy and felt they far preferred the company of young men. 
32 T h e s e girts found the notion of all-female gangs laughable and silly. 
33 They strongly supported the hierarchy within their gangs based on 
34 masculinist status.' 
35 Last summer 17-year-old Toni Blankson. the sole female in a six-strong 
36 gang of petty thieves t>ased in central London, was jailed for life for the 
37 murder of a law student. 
38 Blankson and her friends had mugged Timothy Baxter and Gabriel Cornish, 
39 beating them unconscious. Both victims were then hurted from Hungerford 
40 Bridge into the River Thames as Blankson urged her fellow gang members on 
41 with cries of 'Do it, do if. Cornish survived but Baxter, a 24-year-old 
42 law student, drowned. 
43 Minutes after the attack a C C T V camera filmed Blankson kissing her 
44 15-year-old boyfriend, then laughing and joking about what they had done. 
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45 One social wori^r described her as the coldest young offender I have ever 
46 dealt vwth'. in February 19-year-old E m m a Oates. the sole female in a 
47 Newport-based gang of four teenagers, was sentenced to life for the brutal 
48 racist murder of Indonesian-born Jan Pasalbessy. Oates, her boyfriend and 
49 two others had beaten and kicked Pasalbessy to death in the grounds of the 
50 Royal Gwent Hospital in front of his 14-year-old daughter. Oates's own 
51 child also watched the attack from her pushchair. 
52 Last month 18-year-oId Claire Marsh became the youngest female in Britain 
53 to be convicted of rape. Marsh, the sole female in a nine-strong gang 
54 known as the Drayford Crew, had held down the victim while the boys in the 
55 gang took turns to rape her. 
56 Marsh, who was said to revel in her status as 'one of the lads', joined 
57 the gang after going out with one of its members. She fought to ensure she 
58 was the only female with whom the gang found favour. 
59 The rape victim said that before the attack began she had felt safe 
60 because of the presence of another female. Instead, Marsh encouraged the 
61 attack. 'But by the minute our eyes met. I knew that she wouldnt help me. 
66 Her face was hard and fixed and she yf/as laughing and pointing and saying 
67 things like "Yeah, go on, do her . ' 
68 During the past decade the number of women sentenced for violent crimes 
69 has more than doubled and the rate of increase shows no signs of slovkfing 
70 down. 
71 In 1985 violence against the person accounted for only 3 per cent of 
72 recorded crime committed by giris under 14. This has now jumped to 9 per 
73 cent, almost equal to the figure for teenage boys. 
74 The fact that women are drinking more than before is also seen as a 
75 factor, especially as alcohol contributes to more than 80 per cent of 
76 violent crimes. 
77 The problem has become so acute that Holloway Prison has introduced an 
78 anger-management course for the 40 females aged between 15 and 20 who are 
79 held in its recently opened D-Zero young offenders' unit in a bid to 
80 reduce levels of violence. 
81 Last week a 17-year-old giri was convicted of pimping after a week-long 
82 trial at Reading Crown Court. She had provided a 14-year-old schoolgiri 
83 who performed oral sex on a 41-year-oId man and then demanded a £10 fee 
84 for the introduction. 
85 The giri, who cannot be named for legal reasons and had a reputation a s a 
86 vicious bully, told the schoolgiri she could set her up with a list of 
87 clients to 'do propert/ and that she could buy expensive dothes and 
88 jewellery from the illicit earnings. 
89 
tony.thompson@observer.co.uk 
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Woman rapist. 18, gets seven years 
Staff and agencies 
Guardian 
Wednesday May 9. 2001 
Line number 
1 A teenager believed to be Britain's youngest convided woman rapist 
2 yesterday broke down as she was sentenced to seven years for her part in a 
3 gang rape. 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, was among a group of up to 12 youths who attacked a 
5 37-year-oId woman as she walked along a canal towpath in July last year. 
6 pinning her to the ground and ripping off her clothes before she was gang 
7 raped. 
8 Her two c o - a c o s e d . Marvin Edwards. 18, of Brentford, west London, and 
9 Nathan Hewitt, 15. of Plaistow, east London, were sentenced to five years 
10 in a young offenders' institution after admitting the rape. 
11 Marsh had denied the attack but was found guilty of rape last month at 
12 Blackfriars crown court, central London. She sobbed as her sentence, also 
13 to be served at a young offenders' institution, was imposed at the Old 
14 Bailey. 
15 Marsh, Edwards and Hewitt were ordered to sign the sex offenders' register 
16 and remain on it for life. 
17 Two other youths, aged 15 and 16, who were alleged to have taken part in 
18 the attack, were found not guilty. 
19 Judge Timothy Pontius said the vidim suffered a "sustained ordeal" after 
20 joining the group as they walked along the towpath of the Grand Union 
21 Canal in Ladbroke Grove, west London. 
22 Marsh, of Margate, Kent, was involved in ripping off the vidim's clothes 
23 and pinning her to the ground so she could be raped "without resistance", 
24 he added. "As a woman, and an intelligent and well brought up one at that, 
25 there can be no doubt that you knew and appredated all too well the 
26 horror of this attack upon another woman," he told her. 
27 lain Moriey. defending Marsh, told the court she was a "nice giri who 
28 worthed hard at her studies". She went off the rails after she moved out of 
29 her parents' home and began sleeping rough in a west London park, where 
30 she met a gang of youths. 
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TELEGRAPH ARTICLES 
Telegraph 
Woman gang raped after night out 
By Michael Paterson 
(Filed: 25/07/2000) 
Line number 
1 A WOMAN returning from a night out was thrown into a canal, gang 
2 raped by three men and forced to flee home naked. 
3 The 37-year-old victim was attacked wt\i\e walking along the Grand 
4 Union Canal near Ladbroke Grove in west London eariy on Saturday. 
5 Police said that the assault was witnessed by four female friends of 
6 the attackers who stood by and encouraged them. A Scotland Yard 
7 spokesman said the woman, who is white, began talking to a group of 
8 young men and women, both black and white, about 12.15am on 
9 Saturday. 
10 After walking with them for a few yards she was pushed into the 
11 canal. When she struggled back on to the bank she was raped by three 
12 men and sexually assaulted by a fourth. The spokesman said: 'The 
13 suspects were encouraged by the female memfc)ers of the group." During 
14 the attack, the woman's clothes were thrown into the canal. She ran 
15 naked to her nearby home. 
16 Detectives are studying C C T V footage of the area and have appealed 
17 for witnesses. Det Insp Mike Christensen said: "The woman was 
18 extremely badly shaken and is receiving medical attention." The 
19 incident echoes the gang rape of an Austrian tourist in 1996 who was 
20 also thrown into the Regents canal near King's Cross. 
21 Her attackers were part of a teenaged gang whose members were also 
22 involved in two of the capital's most notorious crimes of the 
23 Nineties; the murder of the headmaster Philip Lawrence and the 
24 near-fatal stabbing of John Mills, husband of Dame Barbara Mills. 
25 the then Director of Public Prosecutions. 
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Teenage giri accused of assisting in canal rape 
By Sean O'Neill 
(Filed: 27/02/2001) 
Line number 
1 T H E case against a teenage giri charged with the rape of a 
2 37-year-old woman on a canal towpath will be outlined to a jury 
3 today. 
4 Claire Marsh, 18. of Kilbum, north-west London, is accused of being 
5 one of a group v ^ o attacked the woman by the Grand Union Canal, in 
6 Ladbroke Grove, wesi London. Two other members of the group 
7 yesterday admitted rape. 
8 Marvin Edwards, 18, of Brentford, west London, and a 15-year-old 
9 from East Ham, east London, pleaded guilty at Blackfriars Crown 
10 Court. Edwards was 17 when the offence was committed in the early 
11 hours of July 22 last year. He and the boy will be sentenced at a 
12 later date. 
13 Marsh, who took notes as she sat in the dock, and two other boys, 
14 aged 15 and 16, deny the charge of rape. The boys, from Westbourne 
15 Parte, west London, and Queens Parte, north-west London, are further 
16 charged with indecently assaulting the woman. 
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Giri 'pinned down rape vidim' 
By Sean O'Neill 
(Filed: 28/02/2001) 
Line number 
1 A T E E N A G E giri helped to strip a woman naked and pinned her to the 
2 ground while two boys raped her on a canal towpath, a court was told 
3 yesterday. 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, was a key figure in the gang of boys and girls 
5 that lured the woman to the side of the Grand Union canal at 
6 Ladbroke Grove, west London. The woman was pushed into the canal. 
7 When she climbed out of the water she heard a female voice say: 
8 "Yeah, do her." 
9 As she was raped she heard girls' voices encouraging the boys who 
10 raped her. After the rape the woman broke free but the group chased 
11 her, knocked her to the ground and dragged her "like an animar* by 
12 her amis and legs. A jury at Blackfriars Crown Court, central 
13 London, was told that the woman escaped a second time and ran naked 
14 along the towpath and through the streets until she reached her 
15 home. 
16 Marsh, of Kitburn, north-west London, denies rape but has admitted 
17 to police that she punched the woman in the face and held her arm at 
18 one point when she was on the ground. Two members of the gang, who 
19 cannot be named because they are aged 15 and 16, also deny rape and 
20 an additional charge of indecent assault. 
21 Two other teenagers, Marvin Edwards, 18, of Brentford, west London, 
22 and a 15-year-old boy, have admitted that they raped the woman on 
23 the towpath in the eariy hours of July 22 last year. Richard 
24 Whittam, prosecuting, said Marsh was being prosecuted for rape 
25 because the assault on the woman had been "a joint enterprise" by 
26 the entire gang. 
27 He told the jury: "She c a n i commit sexual intercourse by 
28 penetrating a vidim. But if she was party to the group attack and 
29 if she was adively encouraging and therefore ready to lend a 
30 physical hand or if she was holding down while the offence was 
31 taking place, she in law would be guilty of rape even though she is 
32 female." 
33 Mr Whittam said a 14-year-old member of the gang saw Marsh tear the 
34 woman's T-shirt off and hold her amis above her head. The vidim. 
35 who is pregnant but not as a consequence of the attack, told the 
36 jury that she had spent the evening of Friday. July 21. with friends 
37 in a number of west London pubs. 
38 She was "quite t ips/ ' as she walked home after midnight and met a 
39 young white giri and a young black boy on a bridge over the canal. 
40 The conversation was friendly and she agreed to go down to the 
41 towpath and smoke cannabis with them. Down on the towpath she 
42 realised the teenagers were part of a much larger group. 
43 She felt apprehensive and tried to turn back. S h e added: "I felt a 
44 couple of people, one was a giri, getting close. Then I was in the 
45 canal. I didnl slip. I was pushed, elbowed or tripped. I went into 
46 very sober escape mode." The opposite bank of the canal was fenced 
47 off. so she dambered out near the group. 
48 She said: "Pretty soon I was on the floor and my dothes were coming 
259 
49 off. One grabbed my trousers, one grabbed my jacket. They were all 
50 off in a matter of seconds. I was on the floor. A black guy came 
51 towards me and undid his zip. I was being held by the shoulders, 
52 someone was holding my legs open. He took his trousers down and 
53 raped me. 
54 "I just remember the girt, the one I met on the bridge, in front of 
55 me pointing at me and laughing and encouraging them." TTie v^man said 
56 she struggled free and managed to run off but was pursued by three 
57 or four members of the group, one of them a girt. 
58 She said: "They were grabbing my limbs like I was an animal. I think 
59 I vi^s just screaming by then, it might have frightened them into 
60 letting go. I got up and I just bolted, I didnt look back. Naked or 
61 not. I ran home." 
62 The trial continues. 
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Giri admits hitting gang rape victim 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 09/03/2001) 
Line number 
1 A T E E N A G E giri accused of helping in the gang rape of a woman beside 
2 the Grand Union Canal in west London admitted yesterday that she 
3 struck the victim in the face. 
4 Claire Marsh, 18. said she then walked away. She dented ripping off 
5 the woman's top and holding her down while she was raped. 
6 Blackfriars C r o v ^ Court was told that Marsh, who was with at>out 14 
7 friends, saw the woman on Ladbroke Bridge one evening last July. She 
8 said the woman seemed drunk and claimed she offered them oral sex 
9 for cannabis. 
10 Marsh said that the 37-year-old woman began "spinning around and 
11 dancing" and fell in the canal. She was not pushed. After the victim 
12 climt)ed out of the water she came towards Marsh as if to hit her. 
13 Marsh said: "I hit her in the face. I was defending myself." 
14 Marsh and two boys aged 16 and 15 deny rape. The prosecution accept 
15 that the trio did not physically rape the victim but encouraged and 
16 helped in the attack. Marvin Edwards, 18, of Brentford, west London. 
17 and a 15-year-old boy from Plaistow. east London, have pleaded 
18 guilty to rape and will be sentenced later. 
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Girt, 18, guilty of towpath rape 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 17/03/2001) 
Line number 
1 A T E E N A G E girl was convided of rape yesterday and told she faced 
2 prison for her part in a gang attack on a woman on a canal towpath. 
3 Claire Marsh: wept when Judge Timothy Pontius refused her bail 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, punched the vidim, helped to strip her naked and 
5 held her down beside the Grand Union Canal, west London, as two 
6 members of the gang took turns to rape her. She sat expressionless 
7 as the jury at Blackfriars Crown Court, south London, returned their 
8 majority verdid. before shrugging to her mother in the public 
9 gallery. 
10 But she wept when Judge Timothy Pontius refused bail. He said: 
11 "Given this w a s a particularty vile and horrifying offence of sexual 
12 brutality, a substantial custodial sentence is inevitable." Marsh 
13 was a key figure in a gang of 14 boys and girts who lured the woman 
14 to the towpath in Ladbroke Grove and pushed her into the canal. She 
15 punched the vidim in the face and ripped off her top. exposing her 
16 breasts. 
17 A boy of 15 tore off her trousers and raped her while others, some 
18 aged only 12, shouted encouragement. When the first youth had 
19 finished, Marvin Edwards. 18. also raped her. Edwards, of Brentford. 
20 west London, and the 15-year-old. who cannot be identified, admitted 
21 rape and will be sentenced with Marsh at the Old Bailey in May. 
22 Two boys aged 15 and 16 were cleared of rape. Marsh not only pinned 
23 down the woman but encouraged the gang rape. The court heard she 
24 shouted, "Go on, give her some", and laughed during the woman's 
25 ordeal. The 37-year-old vidim eventually fled naked along the 
26 streets to her home a mile away. The woman, who is now pregnant by 
27 her boyfriend, is said to remain deeply traumatised. 
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Rape gang giri was outcast who longed to prove herself 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 17/03/2001) 
Line number 
I C L A I R E MARSH, convicted of rape yesterday, was a lonely, unremartcable teenager 2 writh few 
real friends. She found her voice among a band of troublemakers. 
3 Unpopular on the estate where she grew up. she was drawn to the Drayford Crew, a 
4 notorious gang with a tendency to absort:> local outcasts. Marsh did all she could to 
5 prove her worth, showing she could behave as loutishty as a boy and affecting sudden 
6 bursts of anger. 
7 Within days of joining the gang, she found herself the pivotal figure in the sequence of 
8 events which led to a 37-year-old woman's rape beside the Grand Union Canal. Her 
9 involvement had a profound impact on the victim. One officer said: 'The impression 
10 she gives is that she feels more betrayed that a woman was involved and egging the 
I I others on." 
12 Yet Marsh showed no remorse when arrested. She admitted striking the woman in 
13 the face, but denied helping to strip her and hold her down while two boys took 
14 turns to rape her. Marsh was bom in Hariesden, north west London, the daughter of a 
15 martial arts instructor and dental nurse. 
16 At the John Keeble Primary School in Hartesden and Copland Community School. 
17 teachers remember her as a helpful, well-behaved girl. She passed nine G C S E s . Sir 
18 Alan Davies, headmaster at Copland school, said: "She was a quiet girt who never 
19 presented any problems." 
20 Leaving school, she trained as a hairdresser, qualified as a stylist and found wort< in a 
21 salon in Harrow. She later worthed at a McDonald's restaurant, but at the time of ttie 
22 rape was unemployed. Marsh fled to the home of her grandfather. Douglas Savill, in 
23 Margate, Kent, after the rape. 
24 Mr Savill, who stood surety after her arrest, descrit)ed his grand-daughter a s "a nice, 
25 caring girt.. . she must have become involved vwth the wrong sort". He said: "I knew 
26 nothing about it and neither did her brothers or sisters. I cannot imagine she would 
27 ever have been involved with this." 
28 On bail, Marsh initially stayed in Margate and Mr Savill bought her a mobile 
29 telephone, helped her get a job in a hair salon and found her a flat, paying for the 
30 furnishings. Then she vanished, and has had no further contact with Mr Savill. 
31 The Drayford Crev /s anti-social ways brought them notoriety on the estate on north-
32 west London where some of them lived. But even there, many s a w them a s nuisances 
33 rather than as dangerous. F e w thought them capable of becoming involved in such a 
34 vicious gang rape, even less in boasting about it aftervt^rds. 
35 As many as 14 teenagers, including four girts, were in the area of the canal towpath 
36 on the night of the rape. Feeling tipsy, the victim was walking home after a night 
37 drinking with friends and took little persuasion when Marsh and one of the boys 
38 approached and invrted her to smoke cannabis with them. 
39 Out of the shadovirs, other teenagers appeared. They began to go through her pockets, 
40 and flicked lit cigarettes into her hair. She tried to leave, but was pushed into the 
41 canal to laughter from the gang. 
42 By now terrified, she climbed out, but fell to the ground a s she v^^s hit by Marsh, 18, 
43 who tore off her top, exposing her breasts. Within seconds, she was naked. She was 
44 held to the ground by three people, including Marsh, as a 15-year-old and then 
45 Marvin Edwards, 18. look turns to rape her. 
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46 Although she broke free, she was caught again by three or four of the gang and 
47 beaten. They dragged her along the gravel "like an animal". She fled again, bruised 
48 and still naked, to her home a mile away where her boyfriend alerted the police. 
49 But police say it remains a mystery why Marsh, who had never been in trouble 
50 before, became involved. One senior officer said: "She is quite an intelligent young 
51 lady. Yet she didnl seem to be sorry about what had happened. In fact she seemed 
52 quite disinterested, as if we had arrested her for shoplifting. She seemed to have no 
53 sense of the trouble she was in or have any feeling for the victim." 
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Youngest woman rapist gets seven years for gang attack 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 09/05/2001) 
Line number 
1 A TEENAGER who Is believed to be Britain's youngest woman rapist was 
2 sentenced to seven years in custody y ^ e r d a y for her part in a 
3 "honifying" gang rape. 
4 Claire Marsh, 18. punched the victim, helped to strip her naked and 
5 held her down on a canal towpath as other memt)ers of the gang, one 
6 aged only 14, took turns to rape her. 
7 Nathan Hewitt, now 15, and Marvin Edwards, 18, who pleaded guilty to 
8 raping the woman, were each sentenced to five years for their pari 
9 in the attack. A\\ three will be sent to young offenders' 
10 institutions. 
11 Judge Timothy Pontius told the defendants at the Old Bailey that 
12 they had subijected Delphi Newman, a singer who has waived her right 
13 to anonymity, to a 'lerrlfying" ordeal. He said: "The wray you 
14 treated your victim would be horrifying enough if you were adults. 
15 For teenagers to attack someone in such a vicious and utteriy 
16 merciless way is totally beyond belief." 
17 Immediately before Marsh was sentenced, lain Moriey, her counsel, 
18 disclosed that she was more than four months pregnant but would be 
19 having an atx^rtton today t^ecause she v ^ afraid of giving birth in 
20 prison. 
21 The judge to(d Marsh: "As a woman, and an intelligent and 
22 well-brought up one at that, there can be no doubt that you knew and 
23 appreciated all too well the horror of this attack, fis a woman, you 
24 could only commit the crime of rape by aiding and encouraging 
25 others. Whatever precisely you did. your participation makes you as 
26 guilty as your co-defendants." 
27 Miss Nevmian, 37, lured on to the towpath of the Grand Union 
28 Canal in Ladbroke Grove, west London, last July while returning home 
29 after having drinks with friends. 
30 Two teenagers, a boy and a girl, were waiting on a bridge and asked 
31 if she would like to join them to smoke cannabis. But when she 
32 vralked on to the t o v t ^ h . a gang of up to 14 boys and gtris appeared 
33 out of the dari^ness. 
34 She was pushed into the canal by members of the group, who called 
35 themselves the Drayford Crew. As she dambered out. Marsh hit her 
36 and ripped off her top, exposing her breasts. In seconds Miss Newman 
37 was naked. Marsh, of Margate, Kent, pinned her to the ground as 
38 Edwards and then Hewitt took turns to rape her. 
39 Edvrards, of Brentford, west London, suffered brain damage as a baby 
40 because his mother drank during pregnancy. He was neglected and was 
41 beaten by his mother. 
42 The second rapist. Hewitt, of Plaistow. east London, can be named 
43 for the first time after the judge lifted reporting restrictions. 
44 The judge told him: "You were not too young to know exactly what was 
45 happening because you were watching as Marvin Edvrards raped Delphi 
46 Newman, waiting your turn." 
47 Outside court, police disclosed that Miss Newman gave birth to a 
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48 daughter three weeks ago. atter becoming pregnant by her long-term 
49 boyfriend. 
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APPENDIX Biii 
Study 2 
Actors quoted by each paper 
Ne>vs actofs quoted by the Guardian and the daily Telegraph (25 July. 2000 - 9 May, 2001) 
The Guardian 
Specific individuals Scotland Yard 
or organisations Det. Insp. Mike Christensen (head of investigation) 
Angela Carter (author of *ln the Company of Wolves') 
Joyce McKinney (convicted of raping ex-boyfriend) 
Dr Anne Campbell (psychologist who studies girls in gangs) 
Demos (authors of survey on female violence) 
Rachel Ljpscombe (dep. director of the Magistrates Assoc.) 
Maggie Hall (project director of Women in Prison) 
Delphi Newman (the victim) 
Richard Whittam (the prosecutor) 
Claire Marsh (the accused) 
Judge Timothy Pontius (the judge) 
The Home Office 
Dr Amanda Matravers (Cambridge University Institute of Criminology) 
The Drayford Crew (Marsh's gang) 
Det. Const. Christopher Felton (I '^to interview Marsh) 
Simone de Beauvoir 
Esther Rantzen 
Dr Jody Miller (criminologist & author of 'One of the Guys') 
Toni Blankson (convicted of gang-related murder) 
lain Moriey (the defence barrister) 
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Non-specific Police 
Individuals or Loughborough University 
organisations The jury 
Former teacher of Claire Marsh 
A senior detective 
Gang member(s) 
One senior detective 
One social worker 
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The Telegraph 
Specific individuals Del Insp. Mike Christensen (head of investigation) 
or organisations Richard Whittam (the prosecutor) 
Delphi Newman (the victim) 
Claire Marsh (the accused) 
Sir Alan Davies (headmaster at Copland School) 
Douglas Savill (Marsh's grandfather) 
Joyce McKinney (convicted of raping ex-boyfriend) 
Df Anne Campbell (psychologist who studies girls in gangs) 
Demos (authors of survey on female violence) 
Rachel Upscombe (dep. director of the Magistrates Assoc.) 
Maggie Hall (project director of Women in Prison) 
Delphi Newman (the victim) 
Judge Timothy Pontius (the judge) 
Non-specific Police 
Individuals or A Scotland Yard spokesman 
organisations Blackfriars Crown Court 
The jury 
The prosecution 
One officer 
Teachers at the John Keeble Primary School & Copland Community 
School (Marsh's schools) 
One senior officer 
The court 
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APPENDIX Biv 
Study 2 
Memos 
Sections in italics refer to the pertinent sections that reflect the theme under investigation. 
Consequences of events at Grand Union Canal 
GUARDIAN ARTICLES 
Gang rapists encouraged by women in canal attack 
Nick Hopkins, crime correspondent 
Guardian 
Tuesday July 25. 2000 
Line 
10 Everyone who has heard at»ut it 
11 is very shocked. 
33 The victim is extremely badly shal<en and is getting the 
34 medical attention and emotional support that she needs." 
35 So far the woman has been too distressed to give descriptions of the 
36 attackers 
Analytic Interpretation: Descriptions of consequences work up seriousness of crime 
Twisted sisters 
Last week, a teenage girl was charged with rape. A shocking lone incident 
or a sign of rising woman-on-woman violence? 
Anita Chaudhuri 
Guardian 
Tuesday August 15. 2000 
[no mention of consequences) 
Woman on trial for gang rape 
18-year-old 'admitted she hit and held down' woman beside canal 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Wednesday February 28, 2001 
Line 
46 The victim, who had admitted to being "pretty tipsy" after drinking six 
47 pints of lager, said she was 'pretty freaked out' and went into 'sober 
48 escape mode'. 
58 "I was going through different emotions from afraid to anger and then 1 
59 just struggled while there was a pause. I got up and I just ran for it. It 
60 was complete survival. I didnl look back,'* she said. 
64 Her screams eventually frightened them off, and still naked she ran home, 
65 where her boyfriend called the police. 
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Analytic Interpretation: Direct quotes from Victim* add weight to this construction (i.e. 
construct this account as factual) 
Woman hit rape victim 
Tania Branigan 
Guardian 
Friday March 9. 2001 
(no mention of consequencesl 
'Geezer girl'joins handful of females convicted of offence 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17, 2001 
Line 
1 Claire Marsh, known in the Ladbroke Grove area as a "geezer girt" who 
2 tried to out-tough boys in her gang, earned a chilled notoriety yesterday by 
3 becoming one of only a handful of women to be convicted of rape. 
Woman found guilty of towpath rape 
Teenager punched victim and held her down in gang attack 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17, 2001 
Line 
1 A teenager became what is believed to be the youngest woman ever to be 
2 convicted of rape yesterday 
5 Claire Marsh, 16. joined the handful of women convicted of the crime 
21 As her verdict was read, Marsh, a one-lime bingo-caller from Margate, 
22 Kent, remained stony-faced before turning to shrug at her mother in the 
23 public gallery, who was crying. 
51 The crew did not regard their crime as morally repugnant in any way. 
52 Police were able to arrest them quickly because Edwards and the guilty 
53 15-year-oId had been bragging about what they had done in the 
54 neighbourhood; gang members insisted "she was asking for i f . As for 
55 Marsh, who has nine GCSEs and came across in police interviews as 
56 confident, level-headed, quietly-spoken and intelligent, if somewhat 
57 "stern", she showed no remorse. 
58 "She said she was sorry for the woman but I personally felt it wasnl 
59 genuine", said Detective Constable Christopher Felton. who first 
60 Inten/iewed her. The gang's lack of sympathy for their victim emerged as 
89 Police said that though 'obviously distraught", she was "a strong woman 
90 who has coped with it as well as anyone could'. But one senior detective 
91 said she felt particularly betrayed by Marsh's involvement 'The 
92 impression she gives is that she feels more betrayed that a woman could 
93 egg on all these boys to do it." 
Analytic Interpretation: Constructing Marsh as deviant by stressing her age, her lack of 
remorse. Note comparison between Ms Marsh (youngest woman to be convicted of rape) 
and Ms Newman (strong woman). Quoting police deals with dilemma of stake. 
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Women beware women 
As one woman is convicted of the rape of another. Mary Kenny asks what has 
changed since those halcyon days of 70s feminism v r^hen sisterhood was a 
given 
Mary Kenny 
Guardian 
Monday March 19. 2001 
[no mention of consequences] 
Girfs lead the pack in new gangland violence 
Tony Thompson, crime correspondent 
Observer 
Sunday April 15.2001 
[no mention of consequences] 
Analytic Interpretation: Use of animal metaphor and reference to gangland violence 
constructs female criminals as deviant and links them (and this event) to wider social 
problem. 
Woman rapist, 18, gets seven years 
Staff and agencies 
Guardian 
Wednesday May 9, 2001 
Line 
1 A teenager believed to be Britain's youngest convicted woman rapist 
2 yesterday broke down as she was sentenced to seven years for her part in a 
3 gang rape. 
8 Her two co-accused. Marvin Edwards. 18, of Brentford, west London, and 
9 Nathan Hewitt, 15. of Plaistow. east London, were sentenced to five years 
10 in a young offenders' institution after admitting the rape. 
11 Marsh had denied the attack but was found guilty of rape last month at 
12 Blackfriars crown court, central London. She sobbed as her sentence, also 
13 to be served at a young offenders' institution, was imposed at the Old 
14 Bailey. 
15 Marsh. Edwards and Hewitt were ordered to sign the sex offenders' register 
16 and remain on it for life. 
19 Judge Timothy Pontius said the victim suffered a "sustained ordeal' after 
Analytic Interpretation: Check comparison between lack of emotion when caught and 
towards the 'victim* and her crying when sentenced. 
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Descriptions of male defendants In Grand Union Canal Case 
GUARDIAN ARTICLES 
Gang rapists encouraged by women in canal attack 
Nick Hopkins, crime correspondent 
Guardian 
Tuesday July 25. 2000 
Line 
1 a group 
2 of youths 
12 We need 
13 to find the people who did this." 
14 she W£s raped by three different men and then subjected 
15 to a serious sexual assault by a fourih. 
19 a group of blacK white and mixed race youths aged between about 16 and 
20 22 
24 The gang then turned on her for no apparent reason. 
27 The men tore off her clothes 
35 So far the woman has been too distressed to give descriptions of the 
36 attackers, but she has told officers she believes there were between eight 
37 and 12 in the group. 
42 This stretch of the Grand Union Canal in west London has been a favoured 
43 haunt of muggers and drug users in recent years. 
Analytic note: Note the non-specific way that Ms Marsh's co-defendants are referred to. 
when their ages are referred to (mitigation vs. deviancy). Also search for racial discourses. 
Twisted sisters 
Last week, a teenage girl was charged with rape. A shocking lone incident 
or a sign of rising woman-orvwoman violence? 
Anita Chaudhuri 
Guardian 
Tuesday August 15. 2000 
Line 
5 she allegedly acted as a "principal" 
6 with three boys suspected of carrying out the attack. Two other girts. 
7 aged 14 and 16, are among four teenagers who have been arrested and 
8 charged with intimidating a witness. 
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Woman on trial for gang rape 
1&-year-old 'admitted she hit and held down' woman beside carmi 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Wednesday February 28. 2001 
Line 
2 punched by another female, whose friends, seconds later, "piled in" 
3 to gang rape her, a court heard yesterday. 
9 Marsh, laughed throughout her ordeal and rallied the rapists - one of whom 
10 approached "with a smile on his face" - with the cry, "go on, give her 
11 some" 
14 she was jointly charged, with four 
15 others, with rape. 
21 Marvin Edwards. 18. from Brentford, west London, and a 15-year-old, have 
22 already admitted the offence, but Marsh, together with a IG-year-old and 
23 another 15-year-old, are also being tried 
35 The woman said she met a young woman vinth short dartc hair - believed to be 
36 Marsh - and a black youth 
39 At first the mood seemed "jovial" and she danced along the tov \^ th , but 
40 after eight other people, 
55 described how three people pinned down her shoulders and legs while she 
56 was raped by two different people. 
61 But three or four of them, including a giri 
66 Marsh, a bingo caller of Margate, Kent, the 16-year-ofd and the 
67 15-year~old, neither of whom can be named for legal reasons 
69 The fwo youths 
Woman hit rape victim 
Tania Branigan 
Guardian 
Friday March 9. 2001 
Line 
5 Claire Marsh and fwo yoiyms aged 15 and 16. who cannot be named for legal 
6 reasons 
10 Marvin Edwards, 18, and a 15-year-oId wUo 
11 cannot be named 
13 the gang ripped 
14 her clothes off and pinned her down while she was raped by two youths. She 
15 also said a girt, believed to be Marsh, encouraged her attackers. 
16 Yesterday Marsh insisted she had left the group 
20 approached the group and asked for cannabis. 
31 she released her when another member of the group 
32 kicked 
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"Geezer giri' joins handful of females convicted of offence 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17. 2001 
Line 
2 boys in her gang 
37 In a group she had only 
38 known a few days 
40 as a new member of 
41 the group 
42 As one gang member said 
Woman found guilty of towpath rape 
Teenager punched victim and held her down in gang attack 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17. 2001 
Line 
7 atter 14 people lured the victim 
10 her victim so that two friends could rape her but rallied the teenagers 
16 The teenager's conviction came after her two fellow rapists, Marvin 
17 Edwards, 18, of Brentford, west London, and a 15-year-old, from Plaistow, 
18 east London, changed their pleas to guilty at the start of the three-week 
19 trial. A second 15-year-cld and 16-year-cld 
37 The woman met a stocky black youth and a woman "with short dark hair" -
38 believed to be Edwards and Marsh. 
40 the Drayford 
41 Crew - a gang of teenagers, some as young as 12, who spent their days 
42 playing truant, "smoking pot and getting laid" in a local park and. for 
43 some, "borrowing" mopeds on which to drive around the area's estates. 
44 Only two of the youths had convictions for petty crimes • but the 10 boys 
45 and four girfs were, in practice, a band of thieves who terrorised the 
46 local estates and had a fear of being seen as "a grass." 
48 Four of the gang - including 
49 the cleared 15-year-old 
51 The crew did not regard their crime as morally repugnant in any way. 
52 Police were able to arrest them quickly because Edwards and the guilty 
53 15-year-old had been bragging about what they had done in the 
54 neight)ourhood; gang members insisted "she was asking for it". 
60 The gang's lack of sympathy 
62 "Lefs jack [rob] her", one youth suggested 
66 me 16-year-old 
70 "I felt a coup/© of 
71 people, one was a girl, 
78 One gang member told of how she "bootecf' their victim 
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80 As she did so, the 15-year-old rapist pulled down her trousers and raped 
81 her. Edwards, who has learning difficulties. 
93 egg on all these boys to do it." 
Analytic note: Search for comparisons between constructions of Marsh and constructions 
of the male defendants or other (uncharged) females in the group. 
Women bevrare women 
As one woman is convicted of the rape of another, Mary Kenny asks what has 
changed since those halcyon days of 70s feminism when sisterhood was a 
given 
Mary Kenny 
Guardian 
Monday March 19. 2001 
[no mention of males involved] 
Analytic note: Examine the ways that women are blamed for the behaviour of men (and vice 
versa). 
Girls lead the pack in new gangland violence 
Tony Thompson, crime correspondent 
Ol5server 
Sunday April 15. 2001 
Line 
53 in a nine-strong gang 
54 known as the Drayford Crew, had held dovm the victim while the boys in the 
55 gang took turns to rape her. 
57 the gang after going out vflth one of its memk)ers. She fought to ensure she 
58 was the only female with whom the gang found favour. 
Woman rapist, 18, gets seven years 
Staff and agencies 
Guardian 
Wednesday May 9, 2001 
Line 
4 Claire Marsh. 18. was among a group of up to 12 youths who attacked a 
5 37-year-old woman 
8 Her two co-accused, Marvin Edwards, 18. of Brentford, west London, and 
9 Nathan Hewitt. 15. ofPlaistow, east London 
17 Two other youths, aged 15 and 16, 
30 she met a gang of youths. 
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TELEGRAPH ARTICLES 
Telegraph 
Woman gang raped after night out 
By Michael Paterson 
(Filed: 25/07/2000) 
Une 
1 A WOMAN returning from a night out vt^s thrown into a canal, gang 
2 raped by three men and forced to flee home naked. 
6 the attackers who stood by and encouraged them. A Scotland Yard 
7 spokesman said the woman, who is white, began talking to a group of 
8 young men and women, both black and white, at>out 12.15am on 
11 canal. When she struggled back on to the t)ank she was raped by three 
12 men and sexually assaulted by a fourth. The spokesman said: "The 
13 suspects were encouraged by the female 
Teenage girt accused of assisting in canal rape 
By Sean O'Neill 
(Filed: 27/02/2001) 
Line 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, of Kilbum. north-west London, is accused of being 
5 one of a group who attacked the woman by the Grand Union Canal, in 
6 Ladbroke Grove, west London. Two other members of the group 
7 yesterday admitted rape. 
8 Man/in Edwards, IS, of Brentford, west London, and a 15-year-old 
9 from East Ham, east London, pleaded guilty at Blackfriars Crown 
10 Court. Edwards was 17 when the offence was committed in the eariy 
11 hours of July 22 last year. He and the boy will be sentenced at a 
12 later date. 
13 Marsh, who took notes as she sat in the dock, and two other boys, 
14 aged 15 and 16, deny the charge of rape. The boys, from Westbourne 
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Girt 'pinned down rape victim' 
By Sean O'Neill 
(Filed: 28/02/2001) 
Line 
2 ground v^i le two t)oys raped her on a canal towpath, a court was told 
3 yesterday. 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, was a key figure in the gang of boys and girls 
9 As she was raped she heard girts* voices encouraging the boys who 
10 raped her. After the rape the woman broke free but the group chased 
16 Marsh, of Kilbum, nortfvwest London, denies rape but has admitted 
17 to police that she punched the woman in the face and held her arm at 
18 one point when she was on the ground. Two members of the gang, who 
19 cannot be named because they are aged 15 and 16. 
21 Two other teenagers, Marvin Edwards. 16. of Brentford, west London. 
22 and a 15-year-old boy. have admitted that they raped the woman on 
26 the entire gang. 
33 Mr Whittam said a 14-year-old member of the gang saw Marsh tear the 
42 realised the teenagers were part of a much larger group. 
43 She felt apprehensive and tried to turn back. She added: "I felt a 
44 couple of people, one was a girt, getting dose. Then I in the 
50 A black guy 
54 "I just remember the girl, the one I met on the bridge, in front of 
55 me pointing at me and laughing and encouraging them." The woman said 
56 she struggled free and managed to run off but was pursued by three 
57 or four members of the group, one of them a giri. 
Giri admits hitting gang rape victim 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 09/03/2001) 
Line 
6 Marsh, who was with about 14 
7 friends. 
Analytic note: Examine the ways that the group are linked to Marsh in some way (e.g. 'her 
friends'). 
14 Marsh and fwo boys aged 16 and 15 deny rape. The prosecution accept 
15 that the trio did not physically rape the victim but encouraged and 
16 helped in the attack. Marvin Edwards. 18. of Brentford, west London. 
17 and a 15-year-old boy from Plaistow. east London, have pleaded 
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Girt, 18, guilty of towpath rape 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 17/03/2001) 
Line 
5 held her dovm beside the Grand Union Canal, west London, as fwo 
6 members of the gang took turns to rape her. She sat expressionless 
13 v^ ras a key figure in a gang of 14 boys and girls who lured the woman 
17 A boy of 15 tore off her trousers and raped her while of/iers. some 
18 aged only 12. shouted encouragement. When the first youth had 
19 finished, Marvin Edwards. 18, also raped her. Edwards, of Brentford. 
20 west London, and the 15-year-old. who cannot be identified, admitted 
22 Two boys aged 15 and 16 were cleared of rape. 
Rape gang girt was outcast who longed to prove herself 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 17/03/2001) 
Line 
2 band of troublemakers. 
3 the Drayford Crew, a 
4 notorious gang with a tendency to absorb local outcasts. 
7 Within days of joining the gang, 
13 while fwo boys took 
25 the wrong sort". 
31 The Drayford Crew's 
32 many saw them as nuisances 
33 rather than as dangerous. 
35 As many as 14 teenagers, 
37 drinking with friends and took little persuasion when Marsh and one of the boys 
39 Out of the shadows, other teenagers appeared. 
40 canal to laughter from the gang. 
44 held to the ground by three people, including Marsh, as a 15-year-old and then 
45 Man/in Edwards, f8, took turns to rape her. 
46 Although she broke free, she was caught again by three or four of the gang and 
Analytic note: Note use of *gang* name. Serves to construct the group as a cohesive gang. 
Look for other discursive features that may also achieve this. 
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Youngest woman rapist gets seven years for gang attack 
By SaKy Pook 
(Filed: 09/05/2001) 
Une 
5 held her down on a canat towpath as other members of the gang, one 
6 aged only 14, took turns to rape her. 
7 Nathan Hewitt, now 15. and Man/in Edwards. 18. 
15 For teenagers to attack someone in such a vicious and utterly 
16 merciless way is totally beyond belief." 
26 guilty as your co-defendants." 
30 Two teenagers, a boy and a girl, were v/aiting on a bridge and asked 
32 a gang of up to 14 boys and girls appeared 
34 She was pushed into the canal by members of the group, who called 
35 themselves the Drayford Crew. 
39 Edwards, of Brentford, west London, suffered brain damage as a baby 
40 because his mother drank during pregnancy. He was neglected and was 
41 beaten by his mother 
42 The second rapist, Hewitt, of Plaistow. east London 
Analytic note: Mention of Edward's mother's drinking serves as mitigation (a woman being 
blamed for the actions of a man again?). 
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Labels Used to Describe Marsh/female aggressors 
GUARDIAN ARTICLES 
Gang rapists encouraged by women in canal attack 
Nick Hopkins, crime correspondent 
Guardian 
Tuesday July 25. 2000 
Line 
2 their (male defendants'] girlfriends 
Analytic note: Links females to the male defendants. Compare with Guardian. 
Twisted sisters 
Last week, a teenage girt was charged with rape. A shocking lone incident 
or a sign of rising woman-on-woman violence? 
Anita Chaudhuri 
Guardian 
Tuesday August 15, 2000 
Line 
1 'Girt, 18. Faces Rape Charge." 
2 Claire Marsh, 
4 the 
5 young woman ... acted as a "principar 
6 Two other girls, 
7 aged 14 and 16, are among four teenagers who have been arrested and 
8 charged with intimidating a witness. 
14 Joyce McKinney, an American drama 
15 student 
22 "Everywhere I go. people always remember me as a 
23 woman who did the unthinkable - raped a man." 
27 giris in gangs. 
50 Some of the stories were hyped to a 
51 frenzy, most notably Liz Hurtey being held at knifepoint by a girt gang. 
52 These girts turned out not to be London's answer to Tanf< Girl or Lara 
53 Croft but three homeless teenagers lookir^ for money to buy a burger -
55 "name and shame" a gang of 14-year-old giris 
58 gang of giris aged between 11 and 14. 
61 a gang of five teenage giris. 
62 two female memt)er5 of the Canada Square 
63 Gang 
Analytic note: Note links to 'gangs*. Compare the way that female-perpetrated rape and 
male-perpetrated rape are constructed (e.g. woman who did the unthinkable - raped a man). 
Woman on trial for gang rape 
18-year-old 'admitted she hit and held down* woman beside canal 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Wednesday February 28. 2001 
Line 
2 another female. 
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4 Claire Marsh. 18. 
8 a girl, believed to be 
9 Marsh, 
17 me youngest charged 
18 with the offence. 
Analytic note: Marsh as deviant. 
24 part of a "joint enterprise" and played some part in it. 
35 a young woman v^ dth short dark hair - believed to be 
36 Marsh 
Analytic note: Marsh as masculine. 
40 eight other people, including up to three girls. 
43 "I felt a couple of people, one was a girl 
50 The 
51 teenager 
61 But three or four of them, including a girl 
66 Marsh, a bingo caller of Margate. 
Analytic note: what is the significance of her job as a bingo caller. Look for other job 
descriptions. Guardian said she was unemployed. 
Woman hit rape victim 
Tania Branigan 
Guardian 
Friday March 9. 2001 
Line 
1 An 18-year-old woman accused of encouraging a gang rape 
15 a giri. believed to be Marsh, encouraged her attackers. 
25 Marsh, now a bingo caller but was unemployed at the time 
Analytic note: woman vs. girl (mitigation) 
'Geezer giri' joins handful of females convicted of offence 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17. 2001 
Analytic note: Marsh as deviant by emphasising rarity of female rapists. 
Line 
1 a "geezer girt" who 
2 tried to out-tough boys in her gang 
Analytic note: Marsh as masculine. Link to Study 1 
3 one of only a handful of women to be convicted of rape. 
10 a "principal" in a "joint enterprise". 
18 American 
19 drama student Joyce McKinney 
35 Marsh - described by a former teacher as "a helpful pupil... was 
36 never excluded or disciplined and never involved in acts of aggression' 
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40 a new member of 
41 the group 
42 "She's a geezer bird. 
43 soft one minute and hard the next. Ifs like she's trying to be 
44 like a man.' 
Analytic note: Marsh as masculine. Account given credibility and deals with dilemma of 
stake because it is a quote from another member of the group. 
Woman found guilty of towpath rape 
Teenager punched victim and held her down in gang attack 
Sarah Hall 
Guardian 
Saturday March 17. 2001 
Line 
1 A teenager... believed to be the youngest woman everXo be 
2 convicted of rape 
5 Claire Marsh, 18, joined the handful of women convicted of the crime 
6 a central figure in the gang rape, 
16 The teenager's 
21 Marsh, a one-time bingo-caller from Margate, 
22 Kent 
37 a stocky black youth and a woman "with short dark hair" -
38 believed to be Edwards and Marsh. 
40 the Drayford 
41 Crew - a gang of teenagers, some as young as 12, who spent their days 
42 playing truant, "smoking pot and getting laid' in a local park and, for 
43 some, "borrowing" mopeds on which to drive around the area's estates 
Analytic note: Defendants as deviant Establishes a history of anti-social behaviour, 
44 but the 10 boys 
45 and four girls were, in practice, a band of thieves who terrorised the 
46 local estates and had a fear of being seen as "a grass." 
55 Marsh, who has nine G C S E s and came across in police interviews as 
56 confident, level-headed, quietly-spoken and intelligent, if somewhat 
57 "stern", she showed no remorse. 
75 Marsh, the 
76 daughter of a martial arts instructor 
Analytic note: Implies knowedge of violence. No mention of mother? 
92 a woman 
Women beware women 
As one woman is convicted of the rape of another, Mary Kenny asks what has 
changed since those halcyon days of 70s feminism when sisterhood was a 
given 
Mary Kenny 
Guardian 
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Monday March 19, 2001 
Line number 
4 18-year-oId Claire Marsh was convicted of the rape of a 37-year-oId woman. 
5 The teenager, who pinned the woman to the ground during a 'Vile and 
6 horrifying" sex attadc, is thought to be the youngest of the few females 
7 ever to be convicted of such an offence in this country. 
Giris lead the pack in new gangland violence 
Tony Thompson, crime correspondent 
Observer 
Sunday April 15. 2001 
Line number 
2 the latest phenomenon behind a surge in 
3 crime: lone teenage giris worthing with a pack of young men. 
Analytic note: Marsh wasn't the only feniale present What does this achieve in the article? 
4 A new breed of street gang, composed of teenage b o ^ with a single female 
5 member 
7 Delinquent young females 
Analytic note: Animal metaphor. 
30 Vike dudes in giris' bodied" who thought most girfs were 
31 untrustworthy and felt they far prefen-ed the company of young men. 
33 They strongly supported the hierarchy within their gangs based on 
34 masculinist status* 
35 17-year-old Toni Blankson. the sole female in a six-strong 
36 gang of petty thieves based in central London 
43 Blankson... 
45 One social worker described her as the coldest young offender I have ever 
46 dealt vwth' 19-year-old Emma Gates, the sole female in a 
47 Newport-based gang of four teenagers. 
Analytic note: Links Marsh to other crimes and criminals... works up seriousness of own 
crime. 
52 l_ast month 18-year-old Claire Marsh became the youngest female in Britain 
53 to be convicted of rape. Marsh, the sole female in a nine-strong gang 
54 known as the Drayford Crew 
56 Marsh, who vras said to revel in her status as 'one of the lads', joined 
57 the gang after going out with one of its members. She fought to ensure she 
58 was the only female with whom the gang found favour. 
81 a 17-year-old giri was convicted of pimping 
85 The girt, who cannot be named for legal reasons and had a reputation as a 
86 vicious tiully 
Woman rapist, 18. gets seven years 
Staff and agencies 
Guardian 
Wednesday May 9, 2001 
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Une 
1 A teenager believed to be Britain's youngest convicted woman rapist 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, was among a group of up to 12 youths who attacked 
22 Marsh, of Margate. Kent 
24 "As a woman, and an intelligent and well brought up one at that. 
Analytic note: mitigation vs. blaming 
27 a "nice giri who 
28 worthed hard at her studies" 
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TELEGRAPH ARTICLES 
Woman gang raped after night out 
By Michael Paterson 
(Filed: 25/07/2000) 
Line 
5 four female friends of 
6 the attackers who stood by and encouraged them. 
8 young men and women, both black and white 
13 encouraged by the female members of the group 
Teenage girl accused of assisting in canal rape 
By Sean O'Neill 
(Filed: 27/02/2001) 
Line 
1 a teenage girl charged with the rape of a 
2 37-year-old woman 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, of Kilbum, north-west London 
13 Marsh, who took notes as she sat in the dock 
Analytic note: Marsh as cold and unemotional vs. Marsh as intelligent? 
Girt 'pinned down rape victim' 
By Sean O'Neill 
(Filed: 28/02/2001) 
Line 
1 A TEENAGE girt 
4 Claire Marsh, 18, was a key figure in the gang of boys and giris 
16 Marsh, of Kilbum, north-west London 
25 the woman had been "a joint enterprise" by 
26 the entire gang. 
39 young white giri and a young black boy 
44 couple of people, one was a girt 
54 "I just remember the girl, the one I met on the bridge 
56 three 
57 or four members of the group, one of them a giri. 
Giri admits hitting gang rape victim 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 09/03/2001) 
Line 
1 A TEENAGE girl accused of helping in the gang rape of a woman 
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Claire Marsh. 18, 
Giri. 18, guilty of tcfwpaXh rape 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 17/03/2001) 
Line 
1 A TEENAGE giri was convicted of rape 
4 Claire Marsh, 18 
13 was a key figure in a gang of 14 boys and girls who lured the woman 
14 tothetowpath 
Analytic note: Look for instances when Marsh is placed as central (pivotal, key figure) and 
the lak>els used to describe her actions. 
Rape gang giri was outcast who longed to prove herself 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 17/03/2001) 
Analytic note: Examine data for *good girl gone bad* constructions. 
Line 
1 CLAIRE MARSH, convicted of rape yesterday, was a lonely, unremarkable teenager 
2 with few real friends. 
3 Unpopular on the estate where she grew up. she was drawn to the Drayford Crew, a 
4 notorious gang with a tendency to absorb local outcasts. Marsh did ad she could to 
5 prove her worth, showing she could behave as loutishly as a boy and affecting sudden 
6 bursts of anger. 
7 she found herself the pivotal figure in the sequence of 
8 events which led to a 37-year-old woman's rape beside the Grand Union Canal. 
9 'The impression 
10 she gives is that she feels more betrayed that a woman was involved and egging the 
11 others on." 
14 Marsh was born in Hariesden. north west London, the daughter of a 
15 martial arts instructor and dental nurse. 
Analytic note: Both parents mentioned. Compare with Guardian. 
17 a helpful, well-behaved girl. She passed nine GCSEs. 
18 "She was a quiet giri who never 
19 presented any problems." 
Analytic note: mitigation (no prior history of bad behaviour). Works up 'good girl gone bad* 
construction. 
20 Leaving school, she trained as a hairdresser, qualified as a stylist and found wori< in a 
21 salon in Harrow. She later worked at a McDonald's restaurant, but at the time of the 
22 rape was unemployed. 
Analytic note: Constructs gradual decline. Compare with 'bingo caller'. 
24 "a nice. 
25 caring giri. . . she must have become involved with the wrong sort". 
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Analytic note: Places blame with the wrong sort*. 
35 As many as 14 teenagers, including four giris. were in the area of the canal towpath 
49 Marsh, who had never been in trouble 
50 Before..."She is quite an intelligent young 
51 lady. Yet she didnl seem to be sorry about vi^at had happened. In fact she seemed 
52 quite disinterested, as if we had anested her for shoplifting. She seemed to have no 
52 sense of the trouble she was in or have any feeling for the victim." 
Analytic note: Marsh as psychopath??? Look for other instances. 
Youngest woman rapist gets seven years for gang attack 
By Sally Pook 
(Filed: 09/05/2001) 
Une 
1 A TEENAGER who is believed to be Britain's youngest woman rapist was 
4 Claire Marsh. 18. 
21 The judge told Marsh: "As a woman, and an intelligent and 
22 well-brought up one at that, there can be no doubt that you knew and 
23 appreciated all too well the horror of this attack. As a woman, you 
24 could only commit the crime of rape by aiding and encouraging 
25 others. Whatever precisely you did. your participation makes you as 
26 guilty as your co-defendants." 
Analytic note: No mitigation. Compare with Edwards brain damage. 
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APPENDIX Ci 
Study 3 
Pilot study feedback and actions taken in response 
Comments: 
The position of this question is very odd. I doni recall the original story. Jury memt>er5 do not ask 
questions. They are presented with evidence, which can be challenged in court. I would base my 
decision on the evidence presented in court. 
Comments: 
Cant remember the scenario now!! 
Problem: Study B's invitation to ask questions about the case was originally placed at the end of 
the study. 
Changes made as a result of comment: The invitation to ask questions was put at the end of the 
vignette page to ensure that participants could recall the infonnation they had already been given. 
Comments: 
You state: 'The aims of this research are to help provide a climate where people can feel free to 
report their crime regardless of their sex or sexuality." that someone is "free to report their crime" 
sounds strange to me ... 
Problem: Ambiguity in the wording of the briefing sheet needs to be addressed. 
Changes made as a result of comment: The briefing sheet was re-worded and checked 
for ease of understanding. 
Comments: 
Several of your questions were 'double-tjarrelled' and were very difficult to answer as a result. 
Problem: Ambiguity in the questionnaire questions was highlighted. 
Changes made as a result of comment As the questions came from questionnaires of known 
reliability and validity it was decided not to threaten this by changing the wording of questions. 
However, a note was made to comment on this in the discussion. 
Comments: 
Ifs quite hard to read red writing on a yellow t>ackground. 
Problem: Legibility was questioned. 
Changes made as a result of comment: The font was changed to blue and checked for legibility. 
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APPENDIX Cii 
Study 3 
Demographic data 
Table 1 Frequency of Complete, Partial & 'Glancer* Datasets 
Frequency Percent Vafid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid glancer 239 17.7 17.7 17.7 
fun data 874 64.7 64.7 82.4 
partial 238 17.6 17.6 100.0 
data 
Total 1351 100.0 100.0 
Table 2 Number of male and female participants 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid female 890 65.9 68.0 68.0 
male 419 31.0 32.0 100.0 
Total 1309 96.9 100.0 
Missing System 42 3.1 
Total 1351 100.0 
Table 3 Descriptive Statistics for Observers* Age 
Descriptive Statistics 
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
AGE 1251 60.00 18.00 78.00 25.3277 9.00336 
Valid N (li^wise) 1251 
Table 4 Number of heterosexual, homosexual and bisexual participants 
Frequency Percent VaBd Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid heterosexual 1153 85.3 88.6 88.6 
bisexual 101 7.5 7.8 96.4 
homosexual 47 3.5 3.6 100.0 
Total 1301 96.3 100.0 
Mssing System 50 3.7 
Total 1351 100.0 
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Table 5 Number of people from each country who participated 
Frequency Percent Vaid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 29 Z1 21 21 
africanameri 38 2 8 2 8 5.0 
c a n 
afro- 1 .1 1 5.0 
amehcan 
america 2 .1 5.2 
american 528 39.1 39.1 44.3 
anglo- 1 44.3 
american 
angolan 1 •1 44.4 
asian- 1 •J 44.5 
amerk;an 
asian 2 .1 44.6 
asian 1 1 44.7 
amertcan 
austraOan 11 .8 45.5 
austrian 2 .1 .1 45.7 
belgian 2 .1 .1 45.8 
british 430 31.8 31.8 77.6 
british/Trench 1 .1 .1 77.7 
britishameric 1 .1 1 77.8 
an 
brunetan 1 .1 .1 77.9 
Canada 2 .1 .1 78.0 
canacfian 42 3.1 3.1 81.1 
Canadian 1 .1 1 81.2 
americ 
Chilean 1 .1 .1 81.3 
Chinese 4 .3 81.6 
Colombian 3 .2 81.8 
Croatian 2 .1 .1 81.9 
cubarv 1 .1 1 82.0 
american 
Cuban 3 .2 82.2 
czech 2 .1 .1 82.4 
dutch 6 .4 82.8 
ecuadorian 1 .1 1 82.9 
amer 
egyptian 1 .1 .1 83.0 
engfish 37 2 7 2.7 85.7 
euro 2 .1 85.9 
american 
european 4 .3 86.2 
filipino- 1 .1 1 86.2 
americ 
filipino- 1 .1 1 86.3 
spanis 
87.1 fflipino 11 .8 
fiOpino/cuban 1 .1 .1 87.2 
fmnish 2 .1 .1 87.3 
trench 1 .1 .1 87.4 
german-iish 1 .1 .1 87.5 
germ an 16 1.2 1.2 88.7 
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german irish 1 .1 .1 88.7 
german/dutc 1 1 88.8 
h 
greek- 1 1 1 88.9 
american 
greek 10 89.6 
guamanian 1 .1 .1 89.7 
guatemalan 1 .1 .1 89.8 
guyanese 1 .1 .1 89.9 
haitien 1 .1 .1 89.9 
Hispanic 21 1.6 1.6 91.5 
honduran 1 .1 .1 91.6 
indian 5 91.9 
inuit- 1 92.0 
american 
Iranian 2 .1 .1 92.2 
irish- 1 1 92.2 
american 
Irish-german 2 .1 .1 92.4 
irtsh 13 1.0 1.0 93.3 
israefi- 1 93.4 
america 
israeG 2 .1 .1 93.6 
italtan- 1 1 93.6 
america 
italtan- 1 1 93.7 
portuge 
94.2 italtan 6 
jamaican 1 .1 .1 94.2 
Japanese 1 .1 .1 94.3 
kenyan 1 .1 .1 94.4 
korean 2 .1 .1 94.5 
kurd 1 .1 .1 94.6 
latin- 1 1 94.7 
american 
mexban 5 95.0 
mexk^ame 2 1 95.2 
rican 
mexico 1 .1 .1 95.3 
mixed 3 95.5 
n. irish 1 .1 .1 95.6 
native 3 95.8 
american 
new 2 95.9 zealander 
nicaraguan 1 .1 • 1 96.0 
nigerian 1 .1 .1 96.1 
Pakistani 3 96.3 
patauan 1 1 96.4 
am erica 
penjvian 1 .1 .1 96.4 
pinay 1 .1 .1 96.5 
pofish 9 97.2 
Portugese 3 97.4 
Puerto rican 2 .1 .1 97.6 
quebec 1 .1 .1 97.6 
russian 3 .2 .2 97.9 
s african 7 .5 .5 98.4 
Scottish 3 .2 .2 98.6 
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singaporean 1 .1 .1 98.7 
south Korean 1 .1 .1 98.7 
Spanish 1 .1 .1 98.8 
Swedish .4 .4 99.3 
SWISS 1 .1 .1 99.3 
turidsh 1 .1 .1 99.4 
v/ebh-irish 1 .1 .1 99.5 
welsh .4 .4 99.9 
ye mini 1 .1 .1 100.0 
Total 1351 100.0 100.0 
Table 6 Participants* Occupations 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 43 3.2 3.2 3.2 
a&r 1 .1 .1 3.3 
academic 1 .1 .1 3.3 
access progr 1 .1 .1 3.4 
accountant .2 .2 3.6 
accounts anatys 1 .1 .1 3.7 
accounts assist 1 .1 .1 3.8 
adjudication 1 .1 .1 3.8 
admin 13 1.0 1.0 4.8 
admin assist .4 .4 5.2 
admin manager 1 .1 .1 5.3 
admin support 1 .1 .1 5.3 
advert/promo ^ .1 .1 5.4 
ma 
adviser 1 .1 .1 5 5 
aeronautical en 1 .1 .1 5 6 
animal care spe 1 .1 .1 5 6 
AOM .1 .1 57 
paraprofess 
.1 5.8 army 1 .1 
artist .2 .2 6.0 
assist cfin psy 1 .1 .1 6.1 
assist manager 1 .1 .1 6.1 
assist prof esso 1 .1 .1 6 2 
assist psych 1 .1 .1 6.3 
assist ranger 1 .1 .1 6 4 
assistretaHman 1 .1 .1 6 4 
attorney .1 .1 6 6 
auto detaaer 1 .1 .1 6 7 
bakery worker 1 .1 .1 6 7 
bank derk 2 .1 .1 6 9 
banker 2 .1 .1 7.0 
bartender 4 .3 .3 7.3 
benefits co-ord 1 .1 .1 7.4 
billing coder 1 .1 .1 7.5 
book-keeper 1 .1 .1 7.5 
bridal consutta 1 .1 .1 7.6 
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broker rel exec 
builder 
business 
business traine 
car mechanic 
care assist 
care worker 
career coach 
carpenter 
case admintstra 
cashier 
casino worker 
caterer 
ceo 
chef 
chiroprac assis 
chiropractor 
dva servant 
dassroom 
assistant 
deaner 
derical 
derical assist 
derk 
din neuropsych 
din psych 
cna 
co-ordinator 
CO director 
CO secretary 
coDections 
communications 
computer eng 
computer prog 
computer 
sdentist 
computer 
spedalist 
computers 
computing 
construction 
contractor 
cook 
corrections 
do 
cust sendees 
custsenrices 
rep 
customer care 
manager 
customer sen^ 
advis 
customer 
senrice agen 
data entry 
data entry der 
7.7 I 
7.8 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.2 
8.3 
84 
8.5 
8.6 
8.9 
9.0 
9.0 
91 
9.2 
9 3 
9.3 
9 6 
9 7 
9.8 
9 8 
10.0 
10.1 
10.1 
10.2 
103 
10.4 
104 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.7 
10.9 
11.0 
11.1 
11.3 
11.3 
11.4 
11.5 
11.5 
11.6 
11.7 
12.0 
^z^ 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
1Z4 
294 
daycare assist 1 .1 .1 125 
DBA 1 .1 .1 126 
debt coDector .1 .1 127 
defi clerk .1 .1 129 
disabled 1 .1 .1 13.0 
di5trft)ution 1 .1 .1 13.0 
driver 1 .1 .1 13.1 
economist .1 .1 13.2 
editorial assis 1 .1 .1 13.3 
educator 1 .1 .1 13.4 
engineer .5 .5 139 
exec secretary 1 .1 .1 14.0 
expmntl officer 1 .1 .1 14.1 
factory assembi 1 .1 .1 14.1 
fast food .2 .2 14.4 
finacne derk 1 .1 .1 14.4 
financial analy 1 .1 .1 14.5 
florist 1 .1 .1 14.6 
foodsennce 1 .1 .1 14.7 
foster care soc 1 .1 .1 14.7 
gaDery asssit 1 .1 .1 14.8 
general ^ .1 .1 14.9 
manager 
15.0 givemment 1 .1 .1 
government 1 .1 .1 15.0 
graphic designe 1 .1 .1 151 
grocery deri< 1 .1 .1 15.2 
hair stylist 1 .1 .1 15.2 
health proj off 1 .1 .1 15.3 
healthcare 1 .1 .1 15.4 
homemaker 11 .8 .8 16.2 
hospitality 1 .1 .1 163 
hostess 1 .1 .1 164 
housewife .5 .5 169 
HR 1 .1 .1 17.0 
human resource .1 .1 17.0 
assist 
image scanner 1 .1 .1 17.1 
immigration off 1 .1 .1 17.2 
info spedalist 1 .1 .1 17.2 
information 1 .1 .1 17.3 
insurance agent 1 .1 .1 17.4 
IT .1 .1 17.5 
IT dev 1 .1 .1 17.6 
IT engineer 1 .1 .1 17.7 
IT hetpdesk 1 .1 .1 17.8 
IT support 1 .1 .1 17.8 
IT technician 1 .1 .1 17.9 
ITsupport 1 .1 .1 180 
journalist 1 .1 .1 181 
lab technician .1 .1 18.2 
labourer .2 .2 184 
landscaper 1 .1 .1 185 
law enforcement 1 .1 .1 186 
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lawyer 
lecturer 
legal 
local gov 
mail processor 
maintenarx^ 
manager 
marine 
marine chemist 
market research 
med assist 
med derk 
med transcripti 
medical assist 
medical insuran 
medical secreta 
mental health 
mifitary 
mother 
MT editor 
MTedtor 
musician 
naB technician 
network eng 
network 
manager 
night grocery 
nudear operato 
nun 
nurse 
nursing 
occ psych 
office 
office assist 
office manager 
ofTce 
professional 
office temp 
operator 
own business 
pftbar 
PA 
paralegal 
paramedic 
parent 
park distrkn 
parole hearing 
ofTce 
pension adminis 
performing arti 
pharmaceutical 
tech 
pharmacy assist 
pharmacy tech 
pofice officer 
10 
18.7 
19.5 
19.5 
19.7 
19.8 
19.8 
20.6 
20.7 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
20.9 
21.0 
21.1 
21.2 
21.2 
21.3 
21.4 
21.8 
21.9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22.4 
22.5 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.2 
23.3 
23.5 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.9 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
24.9 
25.2 
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poficewoman 1 .1 .1 25.2 
postal worker 1 .1 .1 25.3 
postgrad 26.0 
postgrad psy 1 .1 .1 26.1 
probation officer 1 .1 .1 26.1 
production 1 .1 .1 26.2 
professional 1 .1 .1 26.3 
professor 26.5 
Prog co-ord 1 .1 -1 26.6 
programmer .1 .1 26.7 
proj co-ord 1 .1 .1 26.8 
project manager 1 .1 .1 26.9 
project monitor 1 .1 .1 26.9 
project officer 1 .1 .1 27.0 
psy care assist 1 .1 .1 27.1 
psych technic 1 .1 .1 27.2 
psych therapist 1 .1 .1 27.2 
psychologist 12 28.1 
psychotherapist 1 .1 .1 28.2 
publishing 1 .1 .1 28.3 
radiology 1 .1 .1 28.3 
RAF Officer 1 .1 .1 28.4 
rape services 
co-ord 
real estate dev 
28.5 
28.6 
receptionist .1 .1 28.7 
recreation 
leader 
recruit consult 
28.8 
28.9 
reg nurse .1 .1 29.0 
research 1 .1 .1 29.1 
research 
assistant 
research assod ^ \ 
29.2 
29.3 
research feOow 2 .1 .1 29.5 
researcher 7 30.0 
retail 2 .1 .1 30.1 
retail manager 1 .1 .1 30.2 
retail worker 1 .1 .1 30.3 
retail/student 1 .1 .1 30.3 
retired 1 .1 .1 30.4 
robotkist 1 .1 .1 30.5 
sales 2 .1 .1 30.6 
sates advisor 1 .1 .1 30.7 
sales assoc 4 31.0 
sales associate 1 .1 .1 31.1 
sales dir 1 .1 .1 31.2 
sales manager 1 .1 -1 31.2 
scientific officer 1 .1 .1 31.3 
scientist 4 31.6 
seamstress 1 .1 .1 31.7 
secretary B 32.3 
security 1 .1 .1 323 
self-employed 4 .3 .3 326 
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service assist 
sheep herder 
shelter manager 
shipper & hand! 
shop assist 
shop check out 
snr administrat 
soc psych 
social research 
social worker 
software consul 
software 
developer 
software 
engineer 
statistician 
stewardess 
student 
student cook 
student nurse 
student/carewor 
student/RA 
supervisor 
systems analyst 
teacher^ aid 
teacher 
teaching assist 
team leader 
tech 
tech support 
tech viniter 
technical 
technician 
tele sales 
telecom 
engineer 
therapist 
tourism dir 
training off 
trash collector 
travel 
travel co-ord 
truck driver 
tutor 
unemployed 
ups 
ups courier 
us army 
us navy 
waiter 
waitress 
web developer 
welder 
welfare officer 
783 
39 
58 58 
327 
32.8 
32.9 
32.9 
33.1 
33.2 
33.2 
33.3 
33.4 
33.9 
34.0 
34.0 
34.1 
34.3 
34.3 
923 
92.4 
925 
92.6 
927 
92.7 
92.8 
92.9 
93.9 
93.9 
94.0 
94.1 
94.2 
94.2 
94.3 
94.6 
94.7 
94.8 
95.0 
95.0 
95.1 
95.2 
95.3 
95.3 
95.4 
95.5 
98.4 
98.4 
98.5 
98.6 
98.7 
98.7 
99.6 
99.7 
99.8 
99.9 
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woman's 1 .1 .1 99.9 
advocate 
youth worker 1 .1 .1 100.0 
Total 1351 100.0 100.0 
Table 7 Number of Participants from America. Britain and 'ottier' Countries 
(sample origin) 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 32 2.4 2.4 Z4 
usa 684 50.6 50.6 53.0 
uk 507 37.5 37.5 90.5 
other 128 9.5 9.5 100.0 
Total 1351 100.0 100.0 
Table 8 Frequency of participants who said they had or had not been the victim of 
some kind of sexual coercion 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Has not been a 782 57.9 60.3 60.3 
victim 
Has been a 515 38.1 39.7 100.0 
VKlim 
Total 1297 96.0 100.0 
Missing System 54 4.0 
Total 1351 100.0 
Table 9 Frequency of participants who said they had or had not perpetrated some 
kind of sexual coercion 
FrequerKy Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Has not been a 1173 86.8 90.5 90.5 
perp 
Has been a 123 9.1 9.5 100.0 
perp 
Total 1296 95.9 100.0 
Missing System 55 4.1 
Total 1351 100.0 
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APPENDIX Clil 
Study 3 
Briefing webpage 
I hank you for asreciiis to lake pai1 in this PhD research. 
I he questionnaire has a section that asks for some biief 
biographical information (nationality, oender and age etc). 
.\t no point will you be asked to provide >oui name. Mils Is 
A SEC'I RF. SITtl and cannot be accessed by any 
unauthoiised persons once it is sent. 
P L E A S E N O T E : T H I S S I T E IS B E S T VIEW E D USING 
I M t R N K I I O R E R 
You will be asked to read a short account based on a real-life sexual abuse case The 
accused demed the charge This study requires that you put yourself m the role of ajur\ 
member in order to assess whether you think a senous sexual assault occurred This 
researcher understands that this ma\' be distressing for some people. Therefore, you do not 
ha\ e to answer an> questions that you do not feel comfortable answering, and you have the 
right to w ithdraw at any time 
You will also be asked to indicate how much you agree with a number of statements 
related to sexual abuse and homosexuality It should take approximately 20 minutes to 
complete all of the sections There are no nght and wrong answ ers, and all that is asked 
that you answ er as honestly as possible In the interests of those who would like to take 
part at a later date I w ould ask that you do not discuss any of the details of this study with 
am one w ho has not already participated unless y ou are certam that the> are unlikely to. 
People under the age of 18 are asked not to take part in 
this study. 
Please think carefully before proceeding. 
Enter I Leave 
For anyone wishing to talk to someone about the issues raised by this study: 
http://www rainn org/' (U S The National Sexual Assault Helpline) 
http://www mcs.net/-kathvw/abuse html (U.S. National Domestic 
Violence/Abuse Hotline) 
http://www spr org/ (Non-profit organisation dedicated to helping victims of rape 
in prisons) 
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http:/V\yww niencanstoprape org' (Men's rape prevention project) 
http /Zsurvive org ok/ (UK based site for victims of rape and sexual abuse) 
http://www igc ape org/spr/docs/malerape html (Links to sites relevant to male 
rape) 
http /Zrapecrisis txcvber com/ (U.S. based Online rape crisis centre) 
http://www.igc ape org/women/activist/harass.html (Sexual Harassment and 
Rape Resources) 
T H t R K S K A R C H K R C A N N O T T A K E R E S P O N S I B I I 11 N K O R I H t 
C O N T E N T O F T H E A B O V E S I T E S 
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Sample of vignette webpage 
Thank you Tor agreeinu to take pail in this PhD i-esearch. 
The questionnaire has a section that asks for sonie biief 
biographical information (nationality, gender and age). At nc 
point will >ou he asked to provide your nanie. THIS IS A 
SECT R E S I T E and cannot be ;iccesse<l b> ;ui> unaulhoiised 
persons once it is sent. 
ERSONS UNDER 18 SHOULD NOT T A K E PART. 
Please read the following extract adapted from an actual tnal in wliich a person was 
accused of rape The accused denied the charges This is the 'Mctim's' version of the event 
and for the purposes of this study s/he has been given a pseudom-m Please lr> and form an 
impression concerning the guilt or innocence of the accused as \ ou read the extract. 
Don't spend too long o\ er am one statement; just give your first reaction to each of the 
statements below b\ clicking on the response which you agree with the most. 
THE STORY 
Jane (an alleged lesbian) was dropped off by some fnends at a carpark where her car was 
parked The> left, and she walked to her car but was attacked before she got there The 
accused (an alleged lesbian) jumped her from the rear, grabbing her arm, and said, "Be 
quiet, get in the car" Sitting in the back of the car, the accused made Jane drive to an 
isolated area and told her to get out and undress She then had sex with her on the ground. 
Questions about the scenario 
A l . Did the extract provide sufficient information for you to form an impression about the 
case'.' 
1. ^ Yes 
2. ^ No 
A2 Do vou think the victim was at all responsible for the attack'^  
1. ^ Yes 
2. ^ No 
Please indicate as a percentage how certain you are of the following: 
(Complete certaint> = 100%. Complete uncertainty = 0%) 
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1 thai the accused is guilt> of the offence 
2 thai the v ictim is teUing the truth ' 
3 that the victim somehow precipitated the attack 
4 that the victim could have pre\ ented the attack. I 
Beanng in mind that the vignette v ou read was designed to give you verv' httle information 
about the actual case, what questions would you like to have answ ered m order to be 
totally certain of the guilt or innocence of the accused"* (Please ask as mam questions as 
\ ou like. The purpose of this exercise is to find out what sort of information is important to 
jur> members when thev are trving to reach a verdict): 
u 
Send Reset |(N B. The data on 
this page will not be sent) 
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Demographic questionnaire webpage 
Thank >ou for agreeing lo take par! in this PhD 
I'esearch. The stndy has a section that asks for some 
brief hiographical inromiation (nationality, gender and 
age). At no point H i l l yon he asked to provide yonr 
name. T H I S IS A S E C U R E S I T E and cannot he 
accessed by any nnanthoiised persons once it is sent. 
PERSONS I NDER 18 A R E A S K E D l O L E A V E . 
Background information 
What is your nationality?: I " 
What country are you in at the moment'^ 
Occupation 
What IS your present occupation'^ 
Sex 
Do yon identify yourself as: 
Female 
Male 
Age 
Sexuality 
Do you identify yourself as: 
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• ^ Heterosexual 
• ^ Bisexual 
• ^ Homosexual/lesbian 
Have you ever had sex with; 
A man 
Yes 
'~ No 
Have yon ever had sex with; 
A woman 
Have you ever had sex with someone when yon did not want to becanse: 
They thought when you said no you didn't mean it'^  
They became so sexually aroused you thought it was useless to try and stop 
them*^  
rhey threatened to end the relationship otherwise, or used some other 
pressurising argument*^ 
. ^ Yes 
. ^ No 
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They used physical force'^ 
. ^ Yes 
• ^ No 
Have you ever had sex with someone when they did not want to because: 
You thought when they said no they didn't mean it? 
r 
No 
You became so sexually aroused you thought it was useless to try and stop 
yourself? 
You threatened to end the relationship otherwise, or used some other 
pressurising argument? 
You used physical force? 
8mnA RMCI |(N.B The data 
on this page will not be sent) 
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Debriefing webpage 
Thank >ou foi aoieein» lo lake pari in this PhD 
research. The questionnaire has a seclion thai asks foi 
some brief hiographical infomialion (nationahly. gender 
and aj»e etc). M no point will \oti be asked lo proside 
your name. THIS IS A S E C U R E S I T E ami cannot be 
accessed by any unauthorised persons once it is sent. 
P L E A S E R E A D B E F O R E E X I T I N G : 
I hanks again for taking part in this investiganon It is now possible to tell you that 
this stud) was designed to investigate whether people tend to find a rape claim less 
believable i f the \ ictim is male or female, gay or straight The theor> here is that one 
reason w hy only 1 in 10 rape trials end in a conviction is because jurors believe there 
ma\ be a chance that the \ ictim enjo\ ed their experience and this belief sen es as 
'reasonable doubt* The purpose of asking you to ask questions in order to be certain 
of the accused's guilt or innocence w as to tap into your personal definition o f what 
> ou think constitutes rape and lo find out w hether diflerenl types of information are 
more important lo jury members as a function of the victim's gender and/'or sexuality 
This is o f particular importance in helping us understand why certain members o f the 
community are much less likely to report their assault to the police, or indeed, tell 
anyone al all 
l l ie aims of this research are to help provide a climate where people can feel equalK 
comfortable reporting their crime, regardless of their sex or sexualit> Hopefully the 
information you have provided will help us design better education programmes for 
both >oung men and women to help them protect themselves against rape, and help us 
provide legal institutions with information that will enable them to successfully 
convict the guiltv parties. You should also know that the description you read was 
only based on a real case, and did not represent a verbatim account 
I would just like to remind you not to discuss this research with amone who is likeK 
to take part It is most important that people have a chance to respond to the questions 
with as few preconceptions as possible I thank you for your co-operation once again 
and hope that life remains safe and healthy for you all. 
I sincerely hope that you have not foiuid taking part too distressing, but am one who 
w ishes to talk to someone or know more about the issues raised mav contact any of 
the sites below: 
hup www rainn i>r!j (I S The \ ; i i i ( H i a l Sexual Assault Helpline) 
http://w^^ mcs net/-kath>Wabuse html (U S National Domestic Violence/Abuse 
Hotline) 
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h u p s p r . o r g / (Non-profit organisation dedicated to helping victims of rape m 
pnsons) 
http / / H ^ ^ mencanstoprape org/ (Men's rape prevenuon project) 
http://survive.org.uk/ (UK based site tor victims of rape and sexual abuse) 
hup / / w ^ ^ Igc ape org/spr/docs/malerape html (Links to sues relevant to male rape) 
hnp://rapecrisis.txcvber com/ (U S based Online rape cnsis centre) 
hup://www.igc.apc.orfi/womeny 
Resources) 
harass html (Sexual Harassment iind Rape 
THK Ki :SEAK( Ht K CANNOT T A K E R E S P O N S I B I L I T Y FOR T H E 
C O N T E N T O F T H E A B O V E S I T E S 
Am comments'^ (Please feel free to provide am feedback or ask any questions you 
have about the study below. Please supply your e-mail address i f you should like a 
reply) J J 
Send Reset 
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Female rape myth acceptance webpage 
Thank >ou for as»ieeiiig lo tiike pari in this PhD 
research. The qneslionnairi' ha> a veiiion which asks for 
some brief biographical information (nationahl\. i^ endei 
ami ;i«:e). \t no point uiil >oii be asked to provide your 
name. T H I S IS A S E C U R E S I T E and cannot be 
accessed h\ an\ unauthorised persons once it is sent. 
PERSONS UNDER 18 A R E A S K E D T O L E A V E . 
Please indicate how much vou atjee with each of the following statements by clickinR 
next to the appropnate number 
1. A woman who goes lo the home of a man on her first date implies that she is 
willing to have sex. 
1. r l otalK Disagree 
2. c Slightly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
2 Anv female can get raped 
1. ^ Totally Disagree 
2. ^ SlightK Disagree 
3. ^ Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. ^ Slightly Agree 
5. ^ Totally Agree 
3 One reason why women falsely report a rape is that thev frequently have a need to 
call aUention to themselves. 
1. ^ Totally Disagree 
2. ^ S l i^ t ly Disagree 
3. ^ Neither Agree nor Disagree 
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4. ^ Slightk Agree 
5. ^ Totalh Agree 
4 Am healthv woman can successfully resist a rapist i f she really w ants to 
1. 
r 
Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. 
•-i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slighth Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
5. When women go around braless or w earing short skirts and tight tops, thev are just 
asking for trouble. 
1. 
r 
Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. 
• Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
6 In the majontv' of rapes, the victim is promiscuous or has a bad reputation 
1. 
r 
Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
7 I f a girl engages in necking or petting and she lets things get out o f hand, it is her 
own fault i f her partner forces sex on her 
1. ^ Totally Disagree 
2. ^ Slightly Disagree 
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3. 1 
4 r 
5. 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slightly Agree 
Totally Agree 
X Women v.\\o get raped wiiile hitch-hiking get what thev- deserve 
1 
r 
Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. 
a 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
9. A woman who is stuck-up and thinks she is too good to talk to men on the street 
desen es to be taught a lesson. 
1. 
r 
Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. 
r 
Slightly Agree 
5. r Tolall> Agree 
10 Many women have an unconscious wish to be raped, and ma> then unconsciously 
set up a situation in which the> are likely to be attacked 
l otally Disagree 
Slightly Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slighth Agree 
L r , 
2. r < 
3. 
4. 
5. r . Totally Agree 
11. I f a woman gets drunk at a part\ and has intercourse with a man she has just met 
there, she should be considered "fair game" to other males at the part\ who want to 
have sex with her too, w hether she wants to or not. 
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I . 
r Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
I . What percentage of women who report a rape would you say are King because thev 
are angr> and want to get back at the man the> accuse'^  (All = 100%, None = 0%) 
2 What percentage of reported rapes would you guess were merely invented b\ 
women who discovered the> were pregnant and w anted to protect their own 
reputation'^  
3 A person comes to you and claims thev were raped How likely would you be to 
believe their statement (as a percentage, where 100% = totally convinced, 0% = not at 
all convinced) if the>' were: 
a your best fnend'^  
b. a heterosexual w oman' 
c a lesbian"^  
d a young boy*? 
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|(N.B The data 
e a heterosexuaJ man^ 
f a homosexual man"* 
Send Reset 
on this page will not be sent) 
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Modified attitudes towards homosexuality scale webpage 
Thank >ou for agreeing to take part in this Phi) 
research. The qnestionnaiiT has a section which asks for 
some hiief hiooi aphical information (nationality, gender 
and age). \ l no point \ s i \ \ >on be asked to provide yonr 
name. THIS IS A SECURE SITE and cannot be 
accessed by an> unanthoiised persons once it is sent. 
PERSONS UNDER 18 ARE ASKED TO LEAVE. 
Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements by chcking 
next to the number that comes closest to representing your true opinion Please do not 
leave an>- statements unanswered 
1 HomosexualsAesbians should not be permitted to raise children 
1 r Strongly Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
9. r Strongly Agree 
2 Homosexuals/lesbians should not be allowed to hold important positions 
1. r Strongly Disagree 
2. c Disagree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. r. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Sligjitly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
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9. ^ Strongly Agree 
3. Homosexual/lesbian mamage should be made legal 
1. ni StrongK Disagree 
2. r Disagree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightlv Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Shghtly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Strongly Agree 
4 Homosexuals/lesbians should be locked up and not released until cured 
1. r Strongly Disagree 
2. r Disagree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
3. r Somewiiat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. •i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r 
9. r Strongly Agree 
5. 1 would be upset i f 1 were a parent and i found that my son or daughter 
were a homosexual. 
1. ^ Strongly Disagree 
2 ^ Disagree 
3. ^ Somewhat Disagree 
315 
4. r Shghtly Disagree 
5. a Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Shghtly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
9. r Strongh Agree 
6 Homosexuality/lesbianism should be a criminal offense 
1 r Strongly Disagree 
2. r 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. c Slightly Disagree 
5. a Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. c Agree 
9. r Stronglv Agree 
7 Homosexuality/lesbianism is a sin. 
1. r StrongK Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. r Somewiiat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. 'i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Strongly Agree 
8. The number of children seduced bv homosexuals/lesbians is exaggerated 
1. r 
2. r 
3. r 
4. r 
5. -i 
6. r 
7. r 
8 r 
9 r 
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Strongl> Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Slighth Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slighth Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
Agree 
StrongK Agree 
9. Homosexuality/lesbianism is unnatural 
1. 
r Strongly Disagree 
2. c 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
9. r Strongly Agree 
10. The thought of homosexuality/lesbianism makes me sick 
1. 
r 
Strongly Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. r. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. c Agree 
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9. ^ StrongK Agree 
11 Homosexuals/lesbians are sick 
1. r StrongK Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. r Somewiiat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. -i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Strongly Agree 
12. I f homosexuality/lesbianism is allowed to increase it wil l destroy our 
society. 
1. 
r Strongly Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. -i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r StrongK Agree 
13. Other than their sex lives, there is little difference between 
homosexuals/lesbians and everybody else. 
1. ^ StrongK Disagree 
2 ^ Disagree 
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3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4 r SlightK Disagree 
5. •i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r ^ 
9. 
r Stronglv Agree 
14 Homosexuality/lesbianism tends to make an individual's whole 
personality bad. 
I . r Strongly Disagree 
2. c Disagree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r ^ ^ ^ • ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Strongly Agree 
15.1 find it hard to believe that homosexuals^lesbians can really love each 
other. 
1 
r Strongly Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. 
r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. 
• Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. c Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8 r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Strongly Agree 
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16 It would be a mistake to ever have homosexuals/lesbians for bosses and 
leaders over other people 
1. r Strongly Disagree 
2. r Disagree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
3. r Somewiiat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
9. r Sironglv Agree 
17 Homosexual males are generally more feminme than other males 
1. 
r Strongly Disagree 
2. c 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. c Slightly Disagree 
5. a Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Strongly Agree 
18. A homosexual/lesbian relationship could be as rewarding as male-
female relationships. 
1. r Strongly Disagree 
2. c Disagree 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
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5. Nather Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewiiat Agree 
8. r ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Strongly Agree 
19. Homosexuals/lesbians should never be allowed to teach school or 
supervise children. 
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Slightly Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slightly Agree 
1 r 
2. c 
3. r 
4. r 
5. . 
6. r 
7. r 
8. r 
9. r 
Somewhat Agree 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
20. 1 can hardly imagine myself having a close friendship with a 
homosexual/lesbian 
1. r StrongK' Disagree 
r Disagree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Sli^tly Disagree 
5* r. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
9. r Stronglv Agree 
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21 Because of its unusual nature, sex between gay couples can only be 
animal-like pleasure. 
1. r Strongly Disagree 
2. c 
3. r Somewiiat Disagree 
4. r SlightK Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7 r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
9. r Strongly Agree 
22. I would not want homosexuals/lesbians to live near me 
1 
r StrongK Disagree 
Disagree 
3. ^ Somewhat Disagree 
4. ^ Slightly Disagree 
> . a 
). 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slightly Agree 
r. ^ Somewhat Agree 
Agree 
9. ^ Strongly Agree 
23. Homosexuality/lesbianism is just a difterent kind of lifestyle and, 
therefore, should not be condemned. 
1. 
r Strongly Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. . Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
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r 7. 
8. r 
9. r 
Somewhat Agree 
Agree 
Strongl> Agree 
24. Homosexuals/lesbians are very unhappy people who wish they could be 
like everybody else 
1. r StrongK Disagree 
2. c Disagree 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7 r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree 
9. r Strongly Agree 
25. Homosexuals/lesbians simply can't be trusted 
1. 
r StrongK Disagree 
2. r Disagree 
3. r Somev\hat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. •i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r SlightK Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Q c Strongly Agree 
26. There may be a few exceptions, but most homosexuals/lesbians are 
pretty much alike. 
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1. r 
2. r 
3. r 
4. r 
5. * 
6. r 
7. r 
8 r 
9. r 
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Slightly Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slightly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
27. Homosexuality/lesbianism is not normal and should be done away with 
for the good of society 
Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Slightly Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slightly Agree 
Somewhat Agree 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
1. r 
2. r 
3 
r 
4. r 
5. • 
6. r 
7. r 
8. r 
9. r 
28. 1 can't see what homosexuals/lesbians are complaining about; i f they 
would just leave everyone else alone there wouldn't be any problem 
1. 
r Strongly Disagree 
2. c 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r Slightly Disagree 
5. r. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
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s ALTCC 
9. StrongK Agree 
29 Homosexual females are generally more masculine than other females 
1 r StrongK' Disagree 
2. c Disagree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. r SlightK' Disagree 
5. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. r Slightly Agree 
7. r Somewhat Agree 
8. r Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. r Su-ongly Agree 
30. i f homosexuality/lesbianism is accepted by society it wil l cause more 
people to become homosexuals 
1. 
r Strongly Disagree 
2. c 
3. r Somewhat Disagree 
4. c Slightly Disagree 
5. • Neither Agree nor Disagree 
6. Sli^tly Agree 
7. r Somewliat Agree 
8. c Agree ^ ^ ^ ^ 
9. c Strongly Agree 
IfN B The data 
on this page will not be sent) 
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Male rape myth acceptance scale webpage 
Thank you for agreeing to lake pai1 in this PhD iTsearch. 
The questionnaire has a section which asks for souie hrief 
biographical iuforinalion (nationahty. gender and age). At n« 
point will >ou be asked to pro\ide your nanie. THIS IS \ 
sl ( I RK. SITK and cannot be accessed b> an> unauthoiised 
persons once it is sent. 
Pt RSONS UNDER 18 ARE ASKED TO LEAVE. 
Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements by clicking next 
to the appropnate number. 
I It is impossible for a man to rape a man 
1. 
r Totally Disagree 
2. c Slightly Disagree 
3. •1 Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r TolalK Agree 
2 Most men w^o are raped by a man are somewhat to blame for not being more carefiil 
1. 
r Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r TolalK Agree 
3 Most men who are raped by a woman are verv upset by the mcident 
1. 
r Totally Disagree 
2. r Sli^tly Disagree 
3. •i Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r TotalK Agree 
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4 Most men who are raped b\ a man are somewhat to blame for not escaping or fighting 
off the man. 
Totally Disagree 
Slightly Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slightly Agree 
TolalK Agree 
1. r 
2. r 
3. • 
4. r 
5. r 
5 It IS impossible for a man to be raped by a woman 
I Totally Disagree 
^ Slightly Disagree 
^ Neither Agree nor Disagree 
^ Sli^tly Agree 
^ Totally Agree 
6 Most men who are raped by a woman do need counselling after the incident 
1. 
r Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
7 h \ en a big strong man can be raped by another man 
I . 
r Totally Disagree 
2. r Sli^tly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totall> Agree 
8 Most men who are raped by a man are very upset by the incident 
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TotalK Disagree 
Slighth Disagree 
3. ^ Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. ^ SlightK Agree 
5. ^ Totally Agree 
9 Fven a big, strong man can be raped by a woman 
1 
r 
TotalK Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
10. Most men wiio are raped by a woman are somewhat to blame for not escaping or 
fighting oH the w oman 
1. 
r 
Totally Disagree 
2. r Slightly Disagree 
3. 
ri-
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
11. Most men who are raped by a man do need counselling atler the incident 
1. Totally Disagree 
2. r SlightK Disagree 
3. 
' i 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. r Slightly Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
12. Most men who are raped by a woman are somewhat to blame for not being more 
careful 
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1. 
r 
Total l> Disagree 
2. c Slight!) Disagree 
3. 
• 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4. Slighth Agree 
5. r Totally Agree 
Send MN B The data on 
this page wi l l not be sent) 
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APPENDIX Civ 
Study 3 
Descriptive stat ist ics on the number of quest ions asked by participants in response to 
the vignette (Study l b ) 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
studyb = 1 (FILTER) 883 1 1 roo .000 
QS 883 1.00 40.00 4.6999 3.43773 
Valid N (Ostwise) 883 
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APPENDIX C v 
Study 3 
Quest ion categories and instruct ions given to s e c o n d rater 
no italics = Krahe's categories 
itaiics = additions by author 
bold italics = additions fol lowing inter-rater discussions 
Victim 
Categories 
A c c u s e d C i r c u m s t a n c e s 
A. Resistance 
B. Injuries 
C. Age 
D. Dress 
E. Alcohol/[c/rusfsl 
F. Escape attempt 
G. Communicat ion wi th 
Assailant 
H. Psychological 
Consequences 
/. Psychological 
State 
J. Sexual Experience 
K. Pre attack behaviour 
L Post attack behaviour 
M. Criminal record 
N. Physical build 
O. Truthfulness 
P. Background/lifestyle 
Q. Relationship status 
A. Psychological state 
B. Use of weapons 
C. Criminal record 
D. Age 
E. Use of threats 
F. Physical build 
G. A!cohol/[dn;gisl 
H. Sexual experience 
I. Marital status 
J. Alibi 
K. Premeditation 
L Version of events 
M. Dress 
N. Pre attack behaviour 
O. Post attack behaviour 
P. Ufestyle 
Q. Motive 
R. Truthfulness 
S. Accomplices 
T. Use of force 
A. Victim/assailant 
acquaintance 
B. Time of day 
C. Witnesses 
D. Place of attack 
E. Identif ication of 
accused 
F. Sexual Acts 
Instructions given to s e c o n d rater 
Above is a list of categories under wh ich many of the questions el ic i ted by 
participants can be classified. Read each of the questions f rom each participant twice and 
then wri te the category label to wh ich you think it belongs next to it. For example, if the 
question is 'd id the victim resist?' wri te 1A next to it. If none of the above categories are 
considered adequate leave the space next to the question blank. This wi l l indicate a rating of 
'don't know*. If one question asks about both parties (e.g. 'had either been drinking that day?', 
'what size is the victim and the a c c u s e d r ) , this counts as two questions. When both raters 
have categorised al l of the quest ions in th is way you wi l l be asked to discuss any 
discrepancies between the two lists wi th Rater 1 wi th a v iew to resolving these. The questions 
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that fall into the 'don't know" category v/ill also be discussed to identify any categories that 
have not been identified. Wi th this in mind, make a note of any category labels you think 
Rater 1 has missed, wi th examples. 
Victim 
Resistance 
Injuries 
Age 
Dress 
Alcohol/[drugs] 
Escape attempt 
Communicat ion 
Psychological Consequences 
Psychological State 
Sexual Experience 
Pre attack behaviour 
Post attack behaviour 
Criminal record 
Physical build 
Examples of each category 
'Did the victim put up any kind of f ight? 
'Did the victim try and get away at any time?* 
'Where there any signs of in jury7 
'Did the police use a rape k i tT 
'How old was the v ic t im? 
'What was the vict im wearing?* 
'Had the vict im been drinking/taking drugs?" 
'Why didn't the victim drive to a police 
station/populated area' 
'What d id the vict im say to the accused?* 'Did the 
vict im say n o 7 
'Was the vict im upset by wha t happened?" 
'Did the victim need/seek counsel l ing? 
'Does the vict im have a history of mental i l lness?' 
'Does the victim have a history of making false 
allegations of this kind?* 
'What was the sexuality of the victim?* 
'Was the victim really gay/straight?* 
'What is the personality of the v i c t i m r 
'What had he/she been doing wi th their fr iends?' 
'What kind of person is the victim?" 
'What did the victim do after the attack?' 
'Did the victim go straight to the police?' 
'How long before the vict im told someone what 
happened?' 
'Does the accused have a criminal record?' 
'Does the accused have a history of similar crimes?' 
'Has the accused been accused of this sort of thing 
before?" 
'How big was the victim?" 
A c c u s e d 
Psychological state 'Does the accused have a history of metal i l lness? 
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Use of weapons 
Criminal record 
Age 
Use of threats 
Physical build 
Alcohol/[drugs] 
Sexual experience 
Marital status 
Alibi 
Premeditation 
Version of events 
Dress 
Pre attack behaviour 
Post attack behaviour 
Lifestyle 
'Did the accused use a gun or knife to get the victim 
to complyT 
'Has the accused done anything similar in the pastT 
•How old is the a c c u s e d r 
•What did the vict im what he/she was to ld? 
'How big was the accused?" 
'Had the attacker been drinking/taking dmgs?' 
'What was the attacker's sexuali tyT 
'Was the accused mar r i ed r Did the accused have a 
girlfr iend?' 
Where does the accused say he was at the t ime of 
the attack?' 
'Does the attacker have an alibi?' 
'Had the accused been viratching the vict im?' 
'Did he know she'd be there?' 
'Why was the accused in the carparicT 
'What is the accused's version of e v e n t s r 
'What v\^s the attacker wearing?* 
'Where had the accused been prior to the at tack? 
'What did the attacker do immediately fol lowing 
the attack?' 
"What is the lifestyle of the accused r 
Ci rcumstances 
Victim/assailant acquaintance 
Time of day 
Witnesses 
Place of attack 
Identification of accused 
'Did the two already know each other?* 
'Had they had sex wi th each other before?' 
'Was this a shared fantasy that got out of hand?' 
'Was it day or n i g h t r 
'Where there any vtrttnesses who saw the accused in 
the carpark?' 
'Did anyone see what happened?' 
'Where did they drive t o r 
'Was there any forensic evidence to prove the two 
people had been there?' 
'Did the victim get a d e a r look at the accused?* 
'Was the any forensic evidence to suggest the 
accused is gu i l t y r 
Sexual Acts •How can a woman rape a man?' 
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'If she had sex wi th another women, how did they 
have sex?" 
'What sex acts were per formed? 
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APPENDIX Cvi 
Study 3 
Inter-Rater Reliability for each of the Question Categories 
Victim R e s i s t a n c e 
LOU1A * D0N1A Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 1 A 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
L 0 U 1 A category not 96 0 96 
present 
category 0 40 40 
present 
Total 96 40 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Victim Injuries 
L 0 U 1 B * DON1B Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 1 B 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
LOU1B category not 120 1 121 
present 
category 1 14 15 
present 
Total 121 15 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .925 .053 10.788 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 136 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Victim Age 
L 0 U 1 C * D 0 N 1 C Crosstabulat ion 
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Count 
DON1C 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
L 0 U 1 C category not 130 0 130 
present 
category 0 6 6 
present 
Total 130 6 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Victim Dress 
Count 
L 0 U 1 D * D0N1D Crosstabulat ion 
DON I D 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
LOU1D category not 135 0 135 
present 
category 0 1 1 
present 
Total 135 1 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx. 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Victim Alcohol /Drugs 
L O U I E * D 0 N 1 E Crosstabulat ion 
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Count 
D 0 N 1 E 
category category 
Total not present present 
L O U I E category not 123 0 123 
present 
category 0 13 13 
present 
Total 123 13 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
E s c a p e Attempt 
L 0 U 1 F • D0N1F Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON I F 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU1F category not 121 0 121 
present 
category 0 15 15 
present 
Total 121 15 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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C o m m u n i c a t i o n w i t h Assa i l an t 
L 0 U 1 G * D0N1G C ross tabu la t i on 
Count 
DON1G 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU1G category not 117 0 117 
present 
category 0 19 19 
present 
Total 117 19 136 
Symmet r i c Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard en-or assuming the null hypothesis. 
P s y c h o l o g i c a l C o n s e q u e n c e s fo r V i c t im 
L 0 U 1 H * DON1H C ross tabu la t i on 
Count 
D 0 N 1 H 
category category 
Total not present preserrt 
L 0 U 1 H category not 133 0 133 
present 
category 0 3 3 
present 
Total 133 3 136 
S y m m e t r i c Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Errorta) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Val id Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
V i c t i m ' s Psycho log i ca l State 
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L0U1I * D0N1I Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 1 I 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
L0U1 I category not 124 0 124 
present 
category 1 11 12 
present 
Total 125 11 136 
Symmetric Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Erroria) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
.953 
136 
.047 11.121 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Vicitm's Sexual History 
L 0 U 1 J * D 0 N 1 J Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 1 J 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 1 J category not 122 0 122 
present 
category 2 12 14 
present 
Total 124 12 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .915 .059 10.709 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 136 
a wo i assuming me nun nypoinesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Vict im's Pre-attacl( Behaviour 
L 0 U 1 K • D0N1K Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON1K 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU1K category not 118 0 118 
present 
category 0 18 18 
present 
Total 118 18 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null nypotnej 
b Using the asymptotic standard 
Vict im's Post-attack Behaviour 
L 0 U 1 L ' DON1L Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 1 L 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU1L category not 124 0 124 
present 
category 0 12 12 
present 
Total 124 12 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
En-or(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Vict im's Criminal Record 
L 0 U 1 M * D0N1M Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON1M 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU1M category not 125 2 127 
present 
category 0 9 9 
present 
Total 125 11 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
.892 
136 
.075 10.465 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Vict im's Physica l Build 
L 0 U 1 N * D0N1N Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON I N 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 1 N category not 122 0 122 
present 
category 0 14 14 
present 
Total 122 14 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Vict im's Truthfulness 
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L 0 U 1 0 * D 0 N 1 0 Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D O N 1 0 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 1 0 category not 120 0 120 
present 
category 0 16 16 
present 
Total 120 16 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Enor(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard en-or assuming the null hypothesis. 
Vict im's Background/Li festyle 
LOU1P * DON1P Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 1 P 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU1P category not 130 0 130 
present 
category 0 6 6 
present 
Total 130 6 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Enor(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
Using the asymptotic standard enor assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Vict im's Relat ionship Status 
LOU1Q * D0N1Q Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON1Q 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
L0U1Q category not 134 0 134 
present 
category 0 2 2 
present 
Total 134 2 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard en-or assuming the null hypothesis. 
A c c u s e d ' s Psychologica l 
L 0 U 2 A * D0N2A Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 2 A 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 A category not 123 0 123 
present 
category 0 13 13 
present 
Total 123 13 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error{a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis, 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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U s e of Weapons 
Count 
L O U 2 B * D 0 N 2 B Crosstabulat ion 
D0N2B 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 B category not 91 0 91 
present 
category 0 45 45 
present 
Total 91 45 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
A c c u s e d ' s Criminal Record 
L 0 U 2 C * D 0 N 2 C Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
/ 
D 0 N 2 C 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU2C category not 103 1 104 
present 
category 0 32 32 
present 
Total 103 33 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
En'or(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .980 .020 11.429 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 136 
I — 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
• Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
A c c u s e d ' s Age 
L 0 U 2 D * D0N2D Crosstabulat ion 
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Count 
D0N2D 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU2D category not 129 0 129 
present 
category 0 7 7 
present 
Total 129 7 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
En-orCa) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Use of Threats 
L O U 2 E * DON2E Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON2E 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 E category not 112 0 112 
present 
category 0 24 24 
present 
Total 112 24 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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A c c u s e d ' s Phys ica l Bui ld 
L 0 U 2 F * DON2F Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N2F 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 F category not 122 1 123 
present 
category 0 13 13 
present 
Total 122 14 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .959 .041 11.192 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 136 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard en-or assuming the null hypothesis. 
A c c u s e d Alcohol /Drugs 
L O U 2 G * D 0 N 2 G Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 2 G 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 G category not 123 0 123 
present 
category 0 13 13 
present 
Total 123 13 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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A c c u s e d ' s Sexual History 
L 0 U 2 H ' DON2H Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N2H 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU2H category not 121 0 121 
present 
category 1 14 15 
present 
Total 122 14 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .961 .038 11.220 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 136 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Marital/Relationship Status of A c c u s e d 
L0U2 I * DON2i Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N21 
category category 
Total not present present 
L0U2I category not 130 0 130 
present 
category 0 6 6 
present 
Total 130 6 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
En'or(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Alibi 
Count 
L O U 2 J * D 0 N 2 J Crosstabulat ion 
D 0 N 2 J 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 J category not 129 0 129 
present 
category 0 7 7 
present 
Total 129 7 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard enor assuming the null hypothesis. 
Premeditation 
Count 
L O U 2 K * DON2K Crosstabulat ion 
D0N2K 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 K category not 132 0 132 
present 
category 0 4 4 
present 
Total 132 4 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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A c c u s e d ' s Version of Events 
L 0 U 2 L * D 0 N 2 L Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N2L 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 L category not 125 1 126 
present 
category 0 10 10 
present 
Total 125 11 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .948 .051 11.075 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 136 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
A c c u s e d ' s D r e s s 
Warnings 
No measures of association are computed for the crosstabulation of L0U2M * 
D0N2M. At least one variable In each 2-way table upon which measures of 
association are computed is a constant. 
L 0 U 2 M * D0N2M Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N2M 
category 
not present Total 
L0U2M category not 136 136 
present 
Total 136 136 
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A c c u s e d ' s Pre-attack Behaviour 
L 0 U 2 N - D0N2N Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON2N 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU2N category not 123 0 123 
present 
category 1 12 13 
present 
Total 124 12 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
.956 
136 
.044 11.159 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
A c c u s e d ' s Post-attack Behaviour 
L 0 U 2 0 * D0ISt20 Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 2 0 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
L 0 U 2 0 category not 128 1 129 
present 
category 0 7 7 
present 
Total 128 8 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .929 .070 10.866 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 136 
b Using the asymptotic standard en-or assuming the null hypothesis. 
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A c c u s e d ' s Background/Li festyle 
L 0 U 2 P * D0N2P Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N2P 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 P category not 129 0 129 
present 
category 1 6 7 
present 
Total 130 6 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .919 .080 10.755 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 136 
a Not assuming tne nun nypoinesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Motive 
Count 
LOU2Q * D0N2Q Crosstabulat ion 
DON2Q 
Total 
category 
not present 
category 
present 
L 0 U 2 Q category not 120 0 120 
present 
category 0 16 16 
present 
Total 120 16 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
EnoT{a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis, 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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A c c u s e d ' s Truthfulness 
L 0 U 2 R * D0N2R Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N2R 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 R category not 131 0 131 
present 
category 0 4 4 
present 
Total 131 4 135 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
En-orla) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
135 
.000 11.619 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Accompl ices 
L 0 U 2 S * D 0 N 2 S Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 2 S 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 S category not 134 0 134 
present 
category 0 2 2 
present 
Total 134 2 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Type of F o r c e 
Count 
L 0 U 2 T * D0N2T Crosstabulat ion 
DON2T 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 2 T category not 120 0 120 
present 
category 0 16 16 
present 
Total 120 16 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Vict im/Assai lant Acquaintance 
L 0 U 3 A * D0N3A Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D0N3A 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 3 A category not 86 0 86 
present 
category 0 50 50 
present 
Total 86 50 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard eror assuming the null hypothesis. 
Time of Day 
L 0 U 3 B * D 0 N 3 B Crosstabulat ion 
353 
Count 
D0N3B 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 3 B category not 121 0 121 
present 
category 0 15 15 
present 
Total 121 15 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis, 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
Wi tnesses 
L 0 U 3 C * D 0 N 3 C Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
D 0 N 3 C 
category category 
Total not present present 
L 0 U 3 C category not 94 0 94 
present 
category 0 42 42 
present 
Total 94 42 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
En-or(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a iNOi assuming ine nuii iiyfjuuic&i5». 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Place of Attack 
Count 
LOU3D * D0N3D Crosstabulat ion 
D0N3D 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU3D category not 122 1 123 
present 
category 0 13 13 
present 
Total 122 14 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa .959 .041 11.192 .000 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 136 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard eror assuming the null hypothesis. 
Identification of A c c u s e d / F o r e n s i c Ev idence 
L O U S E * D 0 N 3 E Crosstabulat ion 
Count 
DON3E 
category category 
Total not present present 
LOU3E category not 102 0 102 
present 
category 0 34 34 
present 
Total 102 34 136 
Symmetr ic Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) 
Approx 
Sig. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid C a s e s 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming the null hypothesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Sexual Acts 
Count 
L0U3F * D0N3F Crosstabulation 
D0N3F 
category nest category 
Total present present 
LOU3F category not 128 0 128 
present 
category 0 8 8 
present 
Total 128 8 136 
Symmetric Measures 
Value 
Asymp. 
Std. 
Error(a) 
Approx. 
T(b) Approx Stg. 
Measure of Kappa 
Agreement 
N of Valid Cases 
1.000 
136 
.000 11.662 .000 
a Not assuming me nuu nypomesis. 
b Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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APPENDIX Cvii 
Study 3 
Chi square c o m p a r i s o n s to determine profile of 'g lancers ' , complete and partial dateset 
providers 
Frequenc ies of Comple teness of data set x Sex : 
fuOset 
qlancer full data partial data Total 
sex female Count 139 624 127 890 
Expected 
Count 154.3 
592.9 142.8 890.0 
% within 
sex 15.6% 
70.1% 14.3% 1000% 
% within 
full set 61.2% 
71.6% 60.5% 68.0% 
% of Total 10.6% 47.7% 9.7% 68.0% 
Residual -15.3 31.1 -15.8 
male Count 88 248 83 419 
Expected 
Count 72.7 
279.1 67.2 419.0 
% within 
sex 
21.0% 59.2% 19.8% 1000% 
% within 
fun set 
38.8% 28.4% 39.5% 32.0% 
% of Total 6.7% 18.9% 6.3% 32.0% 
Residual 15.3 -31.1 15.8 
Total Count 227 872 210 1309 
Expected 
Courrt 227.0 872.0 
210.0 1309.0 
% within 
sex 17.3% 
66.6% 16.0% 100.0% 
% within 
full set 100.0% 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 17.3% 66.6% 16.0% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing 'completeness' x sex: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 15.315(a) 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 15.078 2 .001 
Linear-by-Unear .002 1 .964 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1309 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count e 67.22. 
Frequenc ies of Comple teness of data se t x Age Group: 
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fuOset 
Total fliancer fuDdata partial data 
catage 25 or under Count 161 583 151 895 
Expected 155.6 598.3 141.1 895.0 
Count 
% within 
catage 18.0% 
65.1% 16.9% 100.0% 
%withinfull 
set 71.2% 
67.1% 737% 68.8% 
% of Total 12.4% 44.8% 11.6% 68.8% 
Residual 5.4 -15.3 9.9 
26 or over Count 65 286 54 405 
Expected 70.4 270.7 63.9 405.0 
Count 
% within 16.0% 70.6% 133% 100.0% 
catage 
% within fuD 
set 
28.8% 32.9% 26.3% 31.2% 
% of Total 5.0% 22.0% 4.2% 31.2% 
Residual -5.4 15.3 -9.9 
Total Count 226 869 205 1300 
Expected 
Count 226.0 
869.0 205.0 1300.0 
% within 17.4% 66.8% 15.8% 100.0% 
catage 
% within fun 
set 100.0% 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 17.4% 66.8% 15.8% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing 'completeness' x age group: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.068(a) 2 .131 
Likefihood Ratio 4.134 2 .127 
Unear-by-Linear .215 1 .643 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1300 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count Is 63.87. 
Frequencies of Completeness of data set x Sexuality: 
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fuD set 
glancer full data partial data Total 
sexuality heterosexual Count 204 763 186 1153 
Expected 
Ccmnt 
200.3 771.0 181.7 1153.0 
% within 
sexuality 
% within fun 
set 
17.7% 
90.3% 
66.2% 
87.7% 
16.1% 
90.7% 
100.0% 
88.6% 
% of Total 15.7% 58.6% 14.3% 88.6% 
Residual 3.7 -8.0 4.3 
bisexual Count 13 74 14 101 
Expected 
Count 17.5 
67.5 15.9 101.0 
% within 
sexuality 
% within fuD 
set 
% of Total 
12.9% 
5.8% 
73.3% 
8.5% 
13.9% 
6 8 % 
100.0% 
7.8% 
1.0% 5.7% 1.1% 7.8% 
Residual -4.5 6.5 -1.9 
homosexual Count 9 33 5 47 
Expected 
Count 8.2 
31.4 7.4 47.0 
% within 
sexuality 
% within fuD 
set 
% of Total 
19.1% 
4.0% 
70.2% 
3.8% 
10.6% 
2.4% 
100.0% 
3.6% 
.7% 2 5 % .4% 3.6% 
Residual .8 1.6 -24 
Total Count 226 870 205 1301 
Expected 
Count 226.0 
870.0 205.0 1301.0 
% within 
sexuality 
% within fuD 
set 
17.4% 
100.0% 
66.9% 
100.0% 
15.8% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
% of Total 17.4% 66.9% 15.8% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing 'completeness' x sexuality: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.226(a) 4 .521 
Likelihood Ratio 3.431 4 .488 
Linear-by-Linear .172 1 .678 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1301 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 7.41 
Frequencies of Completeness of data set x Victim Status: 
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fun set 
Total glancer fuO data partial data 
VICTIM Has not been a Count 132 520 130 782 
victim Expected Count 135.1 523.9 123.0 782.0 
% wTttiin VICTIM 16.9% 66.5% 16.6% 100.0% 
% within fuD set 58.9% 59.8% 63.7% 60.3% 
% of Total 10.2% 40.1% 10.0% 60.3% 
Residual -3.1 -3.9 7.0 
Has been a Count 92 349 74 515 
victim Expected Count 88.9 345.1 81.0 515.0 
% within VICTIM 17.9% 67.8% 14.4% 100.0% 
% within fuH set 41.1% 40.2% 36.3% 39.7% 
% of Total 7.1% 26.9% 5.7% 39.7% 
Residual 3.1 3.9 -7.0 
Total Count 224 869 204 1297 
Expected Count 224.0 869.0 204.0 1297.0 
% within VICTIM 17.3% 67.0% 15.7% 100.0% 
% wittiin fuD set 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 17.3% 67.0% 15.7% 1000% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing *completen^* x victim status: 
Pearson Chi-Square 
Likelihood Ratio 
Unear-by-Linear 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
Value df 
1.253(a) 
1.263 
.987 
1297 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.534 
.532 
.320 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 81.00. 
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Frequencies of Completeness of data set x Perpetrator Status: 
fun set 
Total qiancer full data partial data 
P E R P Has not been a Count 197 802 174 1173 
perp Expected Count 202.7 788.3 181.9 1173.0 
% within PERP 16.8% 68.4% 14.8% 100.0% 
% within fuD set 87.9% 92.1% 86.6% 90.5% 
% of Total 15.2% 61.9% 13.4% 90.5% 
Residua) -5.7 13.7 -7.9 
Has been a Count 27 69 27 123 
perp Expected Count 21.3 82.7 19.1 123.0 
% within P E R P 22.0% 56.1% 22.0% 100.0% 
% within full set 12.1% 7.9% 13.4% 9.5% 
% of Total 2.1% 5.3% 2.1% 9.5% 
Residual 5.7 -13.7 7.9 
Total Count 224 871 201 1296 
Expected Count 224.0 871.0 201.0 1296.0 
% within PERP 17.3% 67.2% 15.5% 100.0% 
% within full set 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 17.3% 67.2% 15.5% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing 'completeness' x perpetrator status: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson ChhSquare 7.845(a) 2 .020 
Likefihood Ratio 7.483 2 .024 
Unear-by-Linear .131 1 .718 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1296 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 19.08. 
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APPENDIX Cviii 
Study 3 
Chi square analysis to determine profile of participant most likely to complete each 
part of the study 
Completion of vignette 
Chl-Square T e ^ comparing completion of vignette x observer sex: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-5jded) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6.502(b) 1 .011 
Continuity 
Con'ection(a) 
LikeEhood Ratio 
6.111 
6.331 
1 
1 
.013 
.012 
Fisher's Exact T e ^ .013 .007 
Linear-by-Unear 
Association 6.497 1 .011 
N of Valid Cases 1309 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 73.62. 
Chi-Square Tests comparing completion of vignette x age group: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-5ided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .705(b) 1 .401 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
Ukefihood Ratio 
.579 
.713 
1 
1 
.447 
.398 
Fisher's Exact Test .432 .224 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association .705 1 .401 
N of Valid Cases 1300 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 71.34. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of vignette x observer sexuality: 
Pearson Chi-Square 
UkeOhood Ratio 
Unear-by-Linear 
Association 
N of VaM Cases 
Value df 
2.052(a) 
2.158 
.046 
1301 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.359 
.340 
.829 
a 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.27. 
Chl^uare T e ^ comparing completion of vignette x observer's experience of 
victimisation: 
362 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-5)ded) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .333(b) 1 .564 
Continuity 
Con'ection(a) 
UkeGhood Ratio 
.253 
.332 
1 
1 
.615 
.564 
Fisher's Exact Test .601 .307 
Linear-by-Unear 
Association .333 1 .564 
N of Valid Cases 1297 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 90.13. 
Chi-Square Tests comparing completion of vignette x observer's experience of 
coercing: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.357(b) 1 .067 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
Ukelihood Ratio 
2.917 
3.130 
1 
1 
.088 
.077 
Fisher's Exact Test .080 .047 
Linear-by-Unear 
Association 3.355 1 .067 
N of Valid Cases 1298 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21.64. 
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Completion of FRMAS 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of FRMAS x observer's sex: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 11.948(b) 1 .001 
Continuity 
Con'ection(a) 
Likelihood Ratio 
11.483 
11.677 
1 
1 
.001 
.001 
Fisher's Exact Test .001 .000 
Linear-by-Unear 
Association 11.939 1 .001 
N of Valid Cases 1309 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 106.59. 
Chl-Square T^ ts comparing completion of FRMAS x observer's age group: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.106(b) 1 .078 
Continuity 2.868 1 .090 
Correction(a) 
Like&hood Ratio 3.158 1 .076 
Fisher^ Exact Test .085 .044 
Unear-by-Linear 
Assodation 3.104 1 .078 
N of Valid Cases 1300 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 ceOs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 102.81. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of FRMAS x observer's sexuality 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.887(a) 2 .389 
Ukefihood Ratio 1.976 2 .372 
Unear-by-Linear 1.089 1 .297 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1301 
a 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.89. 
Chi-Square Tests comparing completion of FRMAS x observer's experience of 
victimisation: 
364 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .192(b) 1 .661 
Continuity .140 1 .709 
Correction(a) 
UkeEhood Ratio .192 1 .661 
Fisher's Exact Test .696 .354 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association .192 1 .661 
N of VaQd Cases 1297 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 130.64. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of FRMAS x observer's experience of 
coercing: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.740(b) 1 .005 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
LikeGhood Ratio 
7.146 
7.241 
1 
1 
.008 
.007 
Fisher's Exact Test .009 .005 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 7.734 1 .005 
N of VaTid Cases 1296 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 31.22. 
Completion of MRMAS 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MRMAS x sex: 
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Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-5ided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 11.766(b) 1 .001 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
Likelihood Ratio 
11.312 
11.520 
1 
1 
.001 
.001 
Frsher's Exact Test .001 .000 
Line ar-by-Unear 
Association 11.757 1 .001 
N of ValkJ Cases 1309 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 112.35. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MRMAS x age group: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.646(b) 1 .056 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
LikeEhood Ratio 
3.392 
3.708 
1 
1 
.066 
.054 
Fisher's Exact Test .058 .032 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 3.643 1 .056 
N of Valid Cases 1300 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 108.10. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MRMAS x sexuality: 
Pearson Chl-Square 
Likelihood Ratio 
Unear-by-Unear 
Association 
N of ValkJ Cases 
Value df 
1.445(a) 
1.501 
.745 
1301 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
.485 
.472 
.388 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.57. 
366 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MRMAS x experience of victimization: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .550(b) 1 .458 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
Likelihood Ratio 
.459 
.551 
1 
1 
.498 
.458 
Fisher's Exact Test .481 .249 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association .549 1 .459 
N of Valid Cases 1297 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 137.78. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MRMAS x experience of coercing: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 1.800(b) 1 .180 
Continuity 
Correctior^a) 
Likelihocd Ratio 
1.524 
1.742 
1 
1 
.217 
.187 
Fisher's Exact Test .198 .110 
Unear-by-Unear 
Association 1.799 1 .180 
N of Valid Cases 1296 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 32.74. 
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Completion of MATHS 
Chl-Square TesU comparing completion of MATHS x sex: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 15.399(b) 1 .000 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
Likelihood Ratio 
14.878 
15.037 
1 
1 
.000 
.000 
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 15.387 1 .000 
N of VaTid Cases 1309 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 111.71. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MATHS x age group: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.493(b) 1 .062 
Continuity 
Con"ection(a) 
Likelihood Ratio 
3.244 
3.551 
1 
1 
.072 
.060 
Fisher's Exact Test .067 .035 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 3.490 1 .062 
N of Valid Cases 1300 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less ttian 5. The minimum expected count is 107.79. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MATHS x sexuality: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.472(a) 2 .176 
LikeGhood Ratio 3.707 2 .157 
Unear-by-Linear 1.547 1 .214 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1301 
a 0 celb (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.50. 
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Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MATHS x experience of victimisation: 
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Exact Sig. 
Value df (2-stded) (2-sided) (1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .017(b) 1 .897 
Continuity .004 1 .948 
Con'ection(a) 
Likefihood Ratio .017 1 .897 
Fisher's Exact Test .898 .473 
Lffiear-by-Unear 
Association .017 1 .897 
N of VaHd Cases 1297 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 136.99. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of MATHS x experience of coerdng: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6.908(b) 1 .009 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
UkeEhood Ratio 
6.356 
6.510 
1 
1 
.012 
.011 
Fisher's Exact Test .010 .007 
Unear-by-Linear 
Association 6.903 1 .009 
N of Valid Cases 1296 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 32.74. 
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Asked questions In response to vignette (Study B) 
Cht-Square Tests comparing completion of Study B x sex: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.090(b) 1 .043 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
LikeEhood Ratio 
3.753 
3.988 
1 
1 
.053 
.046 
Fisher's Exact Test .050 .027 
Linear-by-Unear 
Association 4.086 1 .043 
N of VaHd Cases 1065 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 61.10. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of Study B x age group: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .224(b) 1 .636 
Continuity .151 1 .698 
Correction(a) 
Uke&hood Ratio .222 1 .637 
Fisher's Exact Test .673 .347 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association .223 1 .636 
N of Valid Cases 1058 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 63.20. 
Chl-Square TesU comparing completion of Study B x sexuality: 
Chl-Square Tests 
Pearson Chi-Square 
UkeEhood Ratio 
Unear-by-Unear 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
Value df 
1.588(a) 
1.457 
1.140 
1059 
Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 
.452 
.483 
.286 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less tttan 5. The minimum expected count is 7.06. 
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Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of Study B x experience of victimisation: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact S ^ . 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .021(b) 1 .884 
Continuity .004 1 .947 
Correction(a) 
Likefihood Ratio .021 1 .884 
Fisher's Exact Test .936 .472 
Linear-by-Unear 
Association .021 1 .884 
N of Valid Cases 1057 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 80.09. 
Chl-Square Tests comparing completion of Study B x experloice of coercing: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-5tded) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chl-Square 10.807(b) 1 .001 
Continuity 
Con'ection(a) 
Likelihood Ratio 
9.717 
9.394 
1 
1 
.002 
.002 
Fisher's Exact Test .002 .002 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 10.596 1 .001 
N of Valid Cases 1055 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.34. 
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APPENDIX Cix 
Study 3 
Chi square comparisons of participants' experience of being Victimised* 
Frequency data for male and female victims: 
VICTIM 
Has not been a 
victim 
Has been 
a victim Total 
sex female Count 477 404 881 
Expected 
Count 
531.2 349.8 881.0 
% within 
sex 
54.1% 45.9% 100.0% 
% witttin 
VICTIM 61.0% 
78.4% 67.9% 
% of Total 36.8% 31.1% 67.9% 
Residual -54.2 54.2 
male Count 305 111 416 
Expected 
Count 250.8 
165.2 416.0 
% within 
sex 73.3% 
26.7% 100.0% 
% wittiin 
VICTIM 39.0% 
21.6% 32.1% 
% of Total 23.5% 8.6% 32.1% 
Residual 54.2 -54.2 
Total Count 782 515 1297 
Expected 
Count 782.0 
515.0 1297.0 
% within 
sex 
60.3% 39.7% 100.0% 
% within 
VICTIM 100.0% 
1000% 100.0% 
% of Total 60.3% 39.7% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing sexes: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 43.394(b) 1 .000 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
Likefihood Ratio 
42.597 
44.770 
1 
1 
.000 
.000 
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 43.361 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 1297 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 165.18. 
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Frequency data for age groups: 
VICTIM 
Total 
Has not been a 
victim 
Has been 
a victim 
catage 25 or under Count 564 327 891 
Expected 537.4 353.6 891.0 
Count 
% within 63.3% 36.7% 100.0% 
catage 
% within 72.5% 63.9% 69.1% 
VICTIM 
% of Total 43.7% 25.3% 69.1% 
Residual 26.6 -26.6 
26 or over Count 214 185 399 
Expected 240.6 158.4 399.0 
Count 
% within 53.6% 46.4% 100.0% 
catage 
% within 27.5% 36.1% 30.9% 
VICTIM 
% of Total 16.6% 14.3% 30.9% 
Residual -26.6 26.6 
Total Count 778 512 1290 
Expected 778.0 512.0 1290.0 
Count 
% within 60.3% 39.7% 100.0% 
catage 
% within 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
VICTIM 
% of Total 60.3% 39.7% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing age groups: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 10.756(b) 1 .001 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
LikeEhood Ratio 
10.356 
10.670 
1 
1 
.001 
.001 
Fisher's Exact Test .001 .001 
Unear-by-Linear 
Association 10.748 1 .001 
N of Valid Cases 1290 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 158.36. 
FrequerK:y data for different sexualltles: 
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VICTIM 
Total 
Has not been a 
victim 
Has been 
a victim 
sexuality heterosexual Count 727 420 1147 
Expected 691.6 455.4 1147.0 
Count 
% within 63.4% 36.6% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% within 93.3% 81.9% 88.8% 
VICTIM 
% of Total 56.3% 32.5% 88.8% 
Residual 35.4 -35.4 
bisexual Count 31 69 100 
Expected 60.3 39.7 100.0 
Count 
% within 31.0% 69.0% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% within 4.0% 13.5% 7.7% 
VICTIM 
% of Total 2.4% 5.3% 7.7% 
Residual -29.3 29.3 
homosexual Count 21 24 45 
Expected 27.1 17.9 45.0 
Count 
% within 46.7% 53.3% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% within 2.7% 4.7% 3 5 % 
VICTIM 
% of Total 1.6% 1.9% 3.5% 
Residual -6.1 6.1 
Total Count 779 513 1292 
Expected 779.0 513.0 1292.0 
Count 
% within 60.3% 39.7% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% within 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 
VICTIM 
% of Total 60.3% 39.7% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing sexualitles: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 43.906(a) 2 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 43.031 2 .000 
Unear-by-Linear 28.600 1 .000 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1292 
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.87. 
Frequency data for Perpetrators: 
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VICTIM 
Has not been a 
victim 
Has been 
a v k ^ Total 
PERP Has not been a Count 738 431 1169 
perp Expected Count 705.7 463.3 1169.0 
% within PERP 63.1% 36.9% 100.0% 
% within 
VICTIM 
94.6% 84.2% 90.5% 
% of Total 57.1% 33.4% 90.5% 
Residual 32.3 -32.3 
Has been a Count 42 81 123 
perp Expected Count 74.3 48.7 123.0 
% within PERP 34.1% 65.9% 100.0% 
% within 
VICTIM 
5.4% 15.8% 9.5% 
% of Total 3.3% 6.3% 9.5% 
Residual -32.3 32.3 
Total Count 780 512 1292 
Expected Count 780.0 512.0 1292.0 
% within PER P 60.4% 39.6% 100.0% 
% within 
VICTIM 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 60.4% 39.6% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing perps and non-perps: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
{2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 39.080(b) 1 .000 
Continuity 
Con'ection(a) 
Likefihood Ratio 
37.878 
38.162 
1 
1 
.000 
.000 
Frsher's Exact Test .000 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 39.049 1 .000 
N of ValkJ Cases 1292 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 ceDs (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 48.74. 
375 
APPENDIX Cx 
Study 3 
Ch) square comparisons of participants* experience of being a 'perpetrator* 
Frequertcy data for male and female perpetrators: 
PERP 
Has not been 
a perp 
Has been 
a perp Total 
sex female Count 827 55 882 
Expected 
Count 798.3 837 
882.0 
% within 
sex 93.8% 6.2% 
100.0% 
% within 
PERP 
70.5% 44.7% 68.1% 
% of Total 63.8% 4.2% 68.1% 
Residual 28.7 -28.7 
male Count 346 68 414 
Expected 
Count 374.7 
39.3 414.0 
% within 
sex 
83.6% 16.4% 100.0% 
% within 
PERP 29.5% 
55.3% 31.9% 
% of Total 26.7% 5.2% 31.9% 
Residual -28.7 28.7 
Total Count 1173 123 1296 
Expected 
Count 1173.0 
1230 1296.0 
% within 
sex 90.5% 
9.5% 100.0% 
% within 
PERP 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 90.5% 9.5% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing sexes: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-slded) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 34.053(b) 1 .000 
Continuity 
Correction(a) 
Likelihood Ratio 
32.877 
31.673 
1 
1 
.000 
.000 
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 34.027 1 .000 
N of VaOd Cases 1296 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 39.29. 
Frequency data for age groups: 
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PERP 
Total 
Has not been 
a perp 
Has been 
a perp 
catage 25 or under Count 824 67 891 
Expected 806.7 84.3 891.0 
Count 
%>wthin 92.5% 7.5% 100.0% 
catage 
% within 70.5% 54.9% 69.1% 
PERP 
% of Total 63.9% 5.2% 69.1% 
Residua] 17.3 -17.3 
26 or over Count 344 55 399 
Expected 361.3 37.7 399.0 
Count 
%wittun 86.2% 13.8% 100.0% 
catage 
% within 29.5% 45.1% 30.9% 
PERP 
% of Total 26.7% 4.3% 30.9% 
Residual -17.3 17.3 
Total Count 1168 122 1290 
Expected 1168.0 122.0 1290.0 
Count 
% within 90.5% 9.5% 100.0% 
catage 
% within 
PERP 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 90.5% 9.5% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing age groups: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 12.631(b) 1 .000 
Continuity 
Con'ection(a) 
LikeOhood Ratio 
11.910 
11.925 
1 
1 
.001 
.001 
Fisher^ Exact Test .001 .000 
Unear-by-Linear 
Association 12.622 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 1290 
a Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 37.73. 
Frequency data for different sexualltles: 
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PERP 
Total 
Has not been 
a perp 
Has been 
a perp 
sexuality heterosexual Count 1044 102 1146 
Expected 1037.7 108.3 1146.0 
Count 
% witttin 91.1% 8.9% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% wrttwi 89.3% 83.6% 88.8% 
PERP 
% of Total 80.9% 7.9% 88.8% 
Residual 6.3 -6.3 
bisexual Count 84 16 100 
Expected 90.5 9.5 100.0 
Count 
% within 84.0% 16.0% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% within 7.2% 13.1% 7.7% 
PERP 
% of Total 6.5% 1.2% 7.7% 
Residual -6.5 6.5 
homosexual Count 41 4 45 
Expected 40.7 4.3 45.0 
Count 
% within 91.1% 8.9% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% within 3.5% 3.3% 3.5% 
PERP 
% of Total 3.2% .3% 3.5% 
Residual .3 -.3 
Total Count 1169 122 1291 
Expected 1169.0 122.0 1291.0 
Count 
% within 90.5% 9.5% 100.0% 
sexuality 
% within 
PERP 100.0% 
100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 90.5% 9.5% 100.0% 
Chl-Square Tests comparing sexualltles: 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 5.435(a) 2 .066 
Likelihood Ratio 4.664 2 .097 
Linear-by-Unear 1.693 1 .193 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1291 
a 1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.25. 
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Study 3 
Tests of normality 
Sample Origin 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smir no\^ Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sifl. Statistic df SIg. 
GUILTY .223 18 .018 .832 18 .004 
usa .145 544 .000 .889 544 .000 
uk .178 447 .000 .922 447 .000 
other .142 91 .000 .898 91 .000 
TRUTH .240 18 .007 .836 18 .005 
usa .164 541 .000 .913 541 .000 
uk .195 446 .000 .923 446 .000 
other .179 91 .000 .903 91 .000 
PRECIPIT .330 18 .000 .624 18 .000 
usa .297 541 .000 .697 541 .000 
uk .260 446 .000 .746 446 .000 
other .308 91 .000 .634 91 .000 
PREVENT .344 18 .000 .664 18 .000 
usa .170 541 .000 .857 541 .000 
uk .169 446 .000 .893 446 .000 
other .229 91 .000 .800 91 .000 
a- uniefors Significance Correction 
Sex of Observer 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smirno/ Shapiro-Witk 
sex Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sifl. 
GUILTY female .158 746 .000 .909 746 .000 
male .158 327 .000 .899 327 .000 
TRUTH female .174 744 .000 .919 744 .000 
male .187 326 .000 .916 326 .000 
PRECIPIT female .272 744 .000 .679 744 .000 
mate .245 326 .000 .774 326 .000 
PREVENT female .191 744 .000 .855 744 .000 
male .133 326 .000 .896 326 .000 
a- LiUiefors Significance Con-ection 
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Age level of Observer 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smlmo/ Shapiro-Wilk 
cataqe Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
GUILTY 25 or under .149 729 .000 .910 729 .000 
26 or over .169 337 .000 .896 337 .000 
TRUTH 25 or under .172 727 .000 .924 727 .000 
26 or over .190 336 .000 .905 336 .000 
PRECIPIT 25 or under .253 727 .000 .745 727 .000 
26 or over .330 336 .000 .624 336 .000 
PREVENT 25 or under .156 727 .000 .884 727 .000 
26 or over .212 336 .000 .831 336 .000 
a- Lilliefors Significance Correction 
Sexuality of Observer 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmogorov-Smir n o / Shapiro-Wilk 
sexuality Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
GUILTY heterosexual .156 942 .000 .905 942 .000 
bisexual .181 88 .000 .912 88 .000 
homosexual .171 36 .009 .933 36 .031 
TRUTH heterosexual .179 939 .000 .919 939 .000 
bisexual .170 88 .000 .922 88 .000 
homosexual .208 36 .000 .916 36 .009 
PRECIPIT heterosexual .266 939 .000 .722 939 .000 
bisexual .308 88 .000 .572 88 .000 
homosexual .240 36 .000 .747 36 .000 
PREVENT heterosexual .167 939 .000 .875 939 .000 
bisexual .223 88 .000 .809 88 .000 
homosexual .197 36 .001 .860 36 .000 
a- Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Victim Status of Observer 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smimo/ Shapiro-Wdk 
VICTIM Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sifl. 
GUILTY Has not t>een a victim .166 646 .000 .907 646 .000 
Has been a victim .148 419 .000 .905 419 .000 
TRUTH Has not been a victim .186 644 .000 .918 644 .000 
Has been a victim .169 418 .000 .919 418 .000 
PRECIPiT Has not been a victim .266 644 .000 .722 644 .000 
Has been a victim .273 418 .000 .698 418 .000 
PREVENT Has not been a victim .175 644 .000 .876 644 .000 
Has been a victim .172 418 .000 .859 418 .000 
a. UUiefors Significance Correction 
Perpetrator Status of Observer 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smlmo/ Shapiro-Wilk 
PERP Statistic df Sifl. Statistic df Sig. 
GUILTY Has not been a perp .160 969 .000 .909 969 .000 
Has been a perp .152 94 .000 .881 94 .000 
TRUTH Has not been a p)erp .180 966 .000 .920 966 .000 
Has been a perp .164 94 .000 .903 94 .000 
PRECIPIT Has not been a perp .267 966 .000 .706 966 .000 
Has been a perp .250 94 .000 .752 94 .000 
PREVENT Has not been a perp .179 966 .000 .869 966 .000 
Has been a perp .149 94 .000 .865 94 .000 
a. Ulliefors Significance Correction 
Sex of Perpetrator 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smimo\^ Shapiro-Wilk 
SEXPERP Statistic df Sifl. Statistic df Sig. 
GUILTY Male perpetrator .155 590 .000 .896 590 .000 
Female Perpetrator .161 510 .000 .914 510 .000 
TRUTH Male perpetrator .169 586 .000 .910 586 .000 
Female Perpetrator .192 510 .000 .922 510 .000 
PRECIPiT Male perpetrator .278 586 .000 .667 586 .000 
Female Perpetrator .246 510 .000 .759 510 .000 
PREVENT Male perpetrator .196 586 .000 .845 586 .000 
Female Perpetrator .152 510 .000 .887 510 .000 
a- LiDiefors Significance Correction 
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Sex of Victim 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smimo/ Shapiro-WHk 
SEXVICT Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sifl. 
GUILTY Male Victim .147 543 .000 .910 543 .000 
Female Victim .169 557 .000 .901 557 .000 
TRUTH Male Victim .191 541 .000 .922 541 .000 
Female Victim .168 555 .000 .913 555 .000 
PRECIPIT Male Victim .253 541 .000 .736 541 .000 
Female Victim .275 555 .000 .686 555 .000 
PREVENT Male Victim .162 541 .000 .882 541 .000 
Female Victim .190 555 .000 .852 555 .000 
a- LilEefors Significance Correction 
Sexuality of Perpetrator 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-Smimo/ Shapiro-Wilk 
PERPSO Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sifl. 
GUILTY Gay Perp .171 563 .000 .910 563 .000 
Heterosexual Perp .145 537 .000 .900 537 .000 
TRUTH Gay Perp .187 561 .000 .915 561 .000 
Heterosexual Perp .171 535 .000 .920 535 .000 
PRECIPIT Gay Perp .267 561 .000 .708 561 .000 
Heterosexual Perp .263 535 .000 .716 535 .000 
PREVENT Gay Perp .174 561 .000 .875 561 .000 
Heterosexual Perp .178 535 .000 .860 535 .000 
a- Uniefors Significance Correction 
Sexuality of Victim 
Tests of Normality 
Kolmoaorov-SmirnoN^ Shapiro-Wilk 
VICTSO Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
GUILTY Gay Victim .148 558 .000 .909 558 .000 
Heterosexual Victim .168 542 .000 .902 542 .000 
TRUTH Gay Victim .188 556 .000 .920 556 .000 
Heterosexual Victim .170 540 .000 .915 540 .000 
PRECIPIT Gay Victim .253 556 .000 .731 556 .000 
Heterosexual Victim .276 540 .000 .691 540 .000 
PREVENT Gay Victim .163 556 .000 .882 556 .000 
Heterosexual Victim .190 540 .000 .851 540 .000 
a. Ufliefors Significance Correction 
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APPENDIX Cxil 
Study 3 
Box*s M Tests 
Sample Origin 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance MatricA 
Box's M 327.026 
F 2.040 
dfl 144 
df2 8588.571 
Sig. .000 
Tests the nuH hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SAfWIPLE+SEXPEF 
P+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SAMPLE * 
SEXPERP+SAMPLE * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * SEXVICT+SAMPLE * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SAMPLE ' SEXPERP 
* PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+SAIUIPLE ' SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SAMPLE * 
SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * PERPSO+SAMPLE * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+SAMPLE ' SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXVICT ' 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SAMPLE * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SAMPLE * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SAMPLE * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO *VICTSO 
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Sex of Observer 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrtc& 
Box's M 153.259 
F 1.403 
df1 102 
df2 9417.634 
Sig. .005 
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXPERP+SEXVI 
CT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEX+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT " PERPSO+SEXPERP 
' VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEX+SEXVICT • SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' 
SEX+PERPSO • SEX+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
SEX+SEXVICT * PERPSO * SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVICT 
• PERPSO * SEX+VICTSO * SEX+SEXPERP " VICTSO 
' SEX+SEXVICT * VICTSO * SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVIC1 
' VICTSO * SEX+PERPSO * VICTSO * SEX+SEXPERP 
• PERPSO • VICTSO • SEX+SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO • SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO * SEX 
Age Category 
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Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matric^ 
Box's M 192.609 
F 1.767 
dfl 102 
df2 9425.829 
Sig. .000 
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
l^tercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+fylATHS+AGE2+SEXPERP^ 
SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP+AGK 
• SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+AGE2 * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+AGE2 * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT " 
PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXVICT ' PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT ' PERPS0+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+AGE2 * V1CTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+AGE2 
' SEXPERP • VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXVICT • VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT' 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO " VICTSO+AGE2 - PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP • PERPSO * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTS0+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' PERPSO * 
VICTSO 
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Observer sexuality 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matric& 
Box's M 206.675 
F 1.382 
dfl 126 
df2 5130.109 
Sig. .003 
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXUALfT+SEXPt 
RP+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEXUALIT' 
SEXPERP+SEXUALIT • SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXUALJT ' SEXPERP ' 
SEXVICT+SEXUAUT' PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXUAUT ' SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT 
* PERPSO+SEXUALIT * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUALIT 
* SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUALIT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXVICT ' 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXUALIT * PERPSO * ViCTSO+SEXPERP ' 
PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * PERPSO 
* VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' 
PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXUALIT ' SEXPERP * SEXVICT 
* PERPSO • VICTSO 
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Observer Victim Status 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matric^ 
Box's M 151.193 
F 1.389 
dfl 102 
df2 10188.633 
Sig. .006 
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variat)les are equal across groups, 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+VICTIM+SEXPERF 
+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP+VICTIM' SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+VICTIM * SEXPERP * SEXVICT+VICTIM * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP ' PERPSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+VICTIM * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • PERPSO+VICTIM ' 
SEXPERP ' SEXVtCT * PERPSO+VICTIM ' 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXVICT " 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP - SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+VICTIM • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP " 
PERPSO * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO ' VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' 
PERPSO* VICTSO 
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Observer Perpetrator Status 
Box's Test of Equal'rty of Covariance Matric^ 
Box's M 144.604 
F 1.335 
dfl 96 
df2 5809.382 
Sig. .017 
Tests the nuH hypothesis that the obsen/ed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups, 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+PERP+SEXPERP 
+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP+PERP * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+PERP ' SEXPERP ' SEXVICT+PERP * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT • PERPSO+PERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP ' 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT • VICTSO+PERP ' 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+PERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO ' VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * 
PERPSO ' VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO 
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Study 3 
Levene*s tests for each sample distribution 
Sample Origin 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Varlances(a) 
F df1 df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.409 43 871 .044 
TRUTH 1.400 43 871 .048 
PREVEN 
T 2.423 
43 871 .000 
groups, 
a Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SAMPLE+SEXPERP+SEXVIGT+PERPSO+VICTSO+S 
AMPLE • SEXPERP+SAMPLE * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SAMPLE * PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+SAMPLE * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * SEXVICT • PERPSO+SAMPLE • VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO • VICTSO+SAMPLE * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXVICT * PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SAMPLE * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO 
Sex of Observer 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.209 26 866 .217 
TRUTH 1.676 26 866 .019 
PREVENT 1.750 26 866 .012 
Tests the nuD hypothesis that the en-or variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXPERP+SEXVI 
CT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEX+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP 
' VICTSO+SEXVICT • VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVtCT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEX+SEXVICT * SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
SEX+PERPSO * SEX+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
SEX+SEXVICT • PERPSO ' SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVICT 
• PERPSO • SEX+VICTSO ' SEX+SEXPERP ' VICTSO * 
SEX+SEXVICT * VICTSO * SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO * SEX+PERPSO * VICTSO * SEX+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO • VICTSO • SEX+SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO * SEX+SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' PERPSO * 
VICTSO • SEX 
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Age Category 
Levcne's Test of Equality of Error Var ianc* 
F dfl df2 Sifl. 
GUILTY 2.106 23 865 .002 
TRUTH 2.154 23 865 .001 
PREVENT 2.236 23 865 .001 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent vahabie is equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
lntercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+AGE2+SEXPERP+ 
SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP+AGE2 
' SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+AGE2 * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+AGE2 * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT ' 
PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+AGE2 * VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSCHAGE2 
• SEXPERP • VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXVICT • VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTS0+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO * VICTSO+AGE2 * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO 
Observer sexuality 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances(a) 
F df1 df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.449 31 857 .055 
TRUTH 1.568 31 857 .026 
PREVEN 
T 2.354 31 
857 .000 
groups, 
a Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXUALIT+SEXPERP+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO 
+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP+SEXUALIT * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+SEXUALIT * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT+SEXUALIT * PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXUALIT * 
SEXPERP ' PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUALIT ' SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP 
* SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * SEXVICT • PERPSO+SEXUALIT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXUAUT * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO 
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Observer Victim Status 
l_evene*s Test of Equality of Error V a r i a n c A 
F d f l df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.320 28 857 .125 
TRUTH 1.930 28 857 .003 
PREVENT 1.999 28 857 .002 
Tests the nut! hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
3. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+IVIRMAS+MATHS+VICTIM+SEXPERP 
+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+VICT1M * 
SEXPERP+VICTIM * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+VICTIM * SEXPERP ' SEXVICT+VICTIM * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+VICTIM ' SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+VICTIM * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT • PERPSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+VICTIM * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXVICT * 
VtCTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' VICTSO+VtCTIM * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+VICTIM - PERPSO ' VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO ' VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO *VICTSO 
Observer Perpetrator Status 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error V a r i a n c e 
F d f l df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.472 24 861 .067 
TRUTH 1.606 24 861 .033 
PREVENT 2.269 24 861 .001 
Tests the nuH hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable ts equal across groups. 
a Design: 
lntercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+PERP+SEXPERP+ 
SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP+PERP - SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+PERP ' SEXPERP ' SEXVICT+PERP * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * P E R P S O P E R P * SEXPERP ' 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP ' SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP ' SEXVICT " 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+PERP * PERPSO ' VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT " PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO 
Ob5€r\er Sex x FRMAS x Prevention scores 
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APPENDIX Cx iv 
S tudy 3 
Scat te rp lo ts 
P R E V E N -
Observer Sex x MRIVIAS x Prevention scores 
•0 K) 100 i: 
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APPENDIX Cxv 
S tudy 3 
Box p lo ts s h o w i n g ou t l i e r s f o r re levant cases 
D is t r i bu t i on o f t ru th sco res ' samp le o r i g i n 
pi ocigii 
Distribution of precipitation scores * sample origin 
.1 pi •rieii 
395 
Distribution of guilt scores * observer sex 
Distribution of truth scores * observer sex 
Distribution of precipitation scores * observer sex 
396 
Distribution of truth scores * observer age categor> 
Distribution of precipitation scores * observer age category 
Distribution of guilt scores * observer sexuality 
397 
Distribution of truth scores * observer sexuality 
Distribution of precipitation scores * observer sexuality 
Distribution of truth scores * observer victim status 
398 
Distribution of precipitation scores * observer victim status 
v c n i 
Distribution of truth scores * observer perpetrator status 
Distribution of precipitation scores * observer perpetrator status 
399 
istribution of truth scores * sex of perpetrator 
S E X P E R P 
Distribution of precipitation scores * sex of perpetrator 
istribution of truth scores * sex of victim 
SEXYIC 
400 
Distribution of precipitation scores * sex of victim 
SEXVIC 
401 
Distribution of truth scores * sexuality of perpetrator 
PERPSj 
Distribution of precipitation scores * sexuality of perpetrator 
4 0 2 
Distribution of truth scores * sexuality of victim 
verso 
Distribution of precipitation scores * sexuality of victim 
403 
General Linear Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 
APPENDIX Cxvi 
Study 3 
Full S P S S output for MANCOVA testing sample origin 
Value Label N 
SEXPERP .00 Male 488 
perpetrator 
1.00 Female 427 
Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 445 
1.00 Female 
Victim 
470 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 466 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 
449 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 458 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Vrctim 
457 
Sample 12 
origin 1 usa 427 
2 uk 405 
3 other 71 
^ 3 
405 
Box's Test of Equality of Covartance MatrlcA 
327.026 
F 2.040 
d f l 144 
df2 8588.571 
Sig. .000 
Tests the nuD hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
3- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXPERP+SEXVI 
CT+PERPSO+VJCTSO+SAMPLE+SEXPERP • 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • PERPSO+SEXPERP 
• VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP • SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SAMPLE+SEXVICT * SAMPLE+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
SAMPLE+PERPSO ' SAMPLE+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
SAMPLE+SEXVICT * PERPSO * SAMPLE+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * SAMPLE+VICTSO * 
SAMPLE+SEXPERP * VICTSO * SAMPLE+SEXVICT * 
VICTSO * SAMPLE+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO * 
SAMPLE+PERPSO • VICTSO * SAMPLE+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO * VICTSO • SAMPLE+SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO • SAMPLE+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO •SAMPLE 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error V a r i a n c e 
F d f l df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.409 43 871 .044 
TRUTH 1.400 43 871 .048 
PREVENT 2.423 43 871 .000 
Tests the nufl hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a- Design; 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXPERP+SEXVI 
CT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SAMPLE+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP 
• VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO ' VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVtCT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP ' 
SAMPLE+SEXVICT * SAMPLE+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT ' 
SAMPLE+PERPSO * SAMPLE+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
SAMPLE+SEXVICT * PERPSO * SAMPLE+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * SAMPLE+VICTSO * 
SAMPLE+SEXPERP * VICTSO * SAMPLE+SEXVICT * 
VICTSO • SAMPLE+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO ' 
SAMPLE+PERPSO * VICTSO * SAMPLE+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO • VICTSO • SAMPLE+SEXVICT ' PERPSO * 
VICTSO • SAMPLE+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO • SAMPLE 
Estimated Marginal Means 
1. S E X P E R P 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable SEXPERP Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 49.991«'° 4.247 41.655 58.327 
Female Perpetrator 55.545^'^ 3.807 48.073 63.018 
TRUTH Mate perpetrator 48.266^'^ 3.968 40.478 56.055 
Female Perpetrator 52.518^^ 3.557 45.536 59.500 
PREVENT Male perpetrator 31.131«-^ 4.008 23.264 38.997 
Female Perpetrator 38.293^** 3.593 31.242 45.345 
a- Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the fol)ov\ring values: FRMAS = 17.5268, 
MRMAS = 21.4087. MATHS = 78.1213. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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2.SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable SEXVICT Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 54.351^^ 4.292 45.927 62.775 
Female Victim 51.806^*' 3.763 44.420 59.192 
TRUTH Male Victim 49.358^** 4.010 41.487 57.228 
Female Victim 3.516 44.805 58.608 
PREVENT Male Victim 40.534^" 4.050 32.585 48.484 
Female Victim 30.019^'' 3.551 23.049 36.989 
a- Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
17.5268, MRMAS = 21.4087, MATHS = 78.1213. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
3. PERPSO 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 55.991^^ 3.939 48.261 63.721 
Heterosexual Perp 50.050 *^^  4.101 42.000 58.099 
TRUTH Gay Perp 52.412^*' 3.680 45.189 59.634 
Heterosexual Perp 48.7593-^ ' 3.832 41.238 56.280 
PREVENT Gay Perp 33.886^^ 3.717 26.591 41.181 
Heterosexual Perp 36.189^^ 3.870 28.593 43.786 
a- Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
MRMAS = 21.4087. MATHS = 78.1213. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
17.5268. 
4. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
56.9413-*' 
49.1003.t> 
3.554 
4.420 
49.966 
40.425 
63.917 
57.774 
TRUTH Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
56.320^'' 
44.851 '^^  
3.321 
4.129 
49.803 
36.746 
62.837 
52.956 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
35.1773.b 
34.899^*' 
3.354 
4.171 
28.594 
26.713 
41.759 
43.085 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5268, 
MRMAS = 21.4087. MATHS = 78.1213. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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5. Sample origin 
Dependent Variable Sample origin Mean Std. Enor 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound-
GUILTY 33.733^^ 9.773 14.551 52.915 
usa 60.632^*' 5.105 50.613 70.651 
uk 56.713^^ 4.570 47.744 65.682 
other 4.093 41.620 57.688 
TRUTH 31.4663'^  9.132 13.544 49.389 
usa 4.769 46.621 65.343 
uk 55.205^'' 4.270 46.825 63.585 
other 49.209 .^^  3.825 41.703 56.716 
PREVENT 22.628^*' 9.223 4.526 40.730 
usa 38.499^*' 4.817 29.044 47.954 
uk 41.2603'*> 4.313 32.796 49.725 
other 28.1713'*' 3.863 20.590 35.753 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 
17.5268, MRMAS = 21.4087, MATHS = 78.1213. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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APPENDIX Cxvii 
Study 3 
Full SPSS output for MANCOVA testing observers' sex 
General Linear Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Label N 
sex .00 female 637 
1.00 male 256 
SEXPERP .00 Male 479 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 414 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 437 
1.00 Female 
Victim 456 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 454 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 439 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 450 
1.00 Heterosexu 443 al Victim 
410 
T 0 
K M 
T>ta 
411 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrlc^ 
153.259 
F 1.403 
dfl 102 
df2 9417.634 
Sig. .005 
Tests the nuH hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups, 
a- Design: 
lntercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEX+SEXPERP+£ 
EXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEX * SEXPERP+SEX * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+SEX * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEX * PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEX 
* SEXPERP • PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEX * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEX * SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEX 
' VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEX * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEX * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEX * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEX * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+SEX * SEXPERP * PERPSO " 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEX * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+SEX * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO 
= z - ' ^ — = 
- r r . z = B — 
~ rrr-- : n 
r r - . ; = 
=. : = ra 
=. = = 
r -
= ^ - = 
r r r ?— s E 
• • ' E = . = 
: = = 
~. z 
z = = 
: s r 
= s = 
p ~ l : = = 
s 3 
" ~ = 5 — 
— =r5. r = = 
•= = 
'I' 
: 
- = 
" s ^ " ~ 
5-
= = 
•z — — — - J = 
- -
412 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.209 26 866 .217 
TRUTH 1.676 26 866 .019 
PREVENT 1.750 26 866 .012 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable B equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEX+SEXPERP+S 
EXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSOSEX * SEXPERP+SEX * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+SEX * SEXPERP ' 
SEXVICT+SEX • PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEX 
* SEXPERP • PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEX * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • 
PERPSO+SEX • SEXPERP • SEXVICT ' PERPSO+SEX 
* VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEX * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEX * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEX * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEX • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+SEX * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT ' PERPSO * VICTSO+SEX * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+SEX * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO 
Estimated Marginal Means 
l .sex 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable sex Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY female 63.695«-*' 4.288 55.279 72.112 
male 51.234«-*» 4.482 42.438 60.031 
TRUTH female 59.9313'^ * 3.968 52.142 67.720 
male 52.799«-'» 4.148 44.658 60.940 
PREVENT female 37.739^'' 4.072 29.747 45.731 
male 40.8233''* 4.256 32.470 49.176 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the foUov^ ng values: FRMAS 
17.5454. MRMAS = 21.4177. MATHS = 78.0952. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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2. SEXPERP 
Dependent Variable SEXPERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
52.765^^ 4.719 
4.018 
43.502 
54.387 
62.028 
70.161 
TRUTH Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
53.020^** 
59.726 '^^  
4.368 
3.719 
44.447 
52.427 
61.592 
67.025 
PREVENT Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
33.426a'^  
44.608^** 
4.482 
3.816 
24.630 
37.118 
42.222 
52.098 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5454. 
MRMAS = 21.4177. MATHS = 78.0952. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
3. SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable SEXVICT Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 56.409^'' 4.381 47.809 65.008 
Female Victim 58.725«-'' 4.303 50.280 67.170 
TRUTH Male Victim 51.7693'*' 4.055 43.810 59.727 
Female Victim 60.2803-** 3.982 52.465 68.095 
PREVENT Male Victim 41.495^*' 4.161 33.329 49.661 
Female Victim 37.4073.'> 4.086 29.388 45.426 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 
17.5454. MRMAS = 21.4177. MATHS = 78.0952. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
4. PERPSO 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 60.551«-'' 4.137 52.432 68.670 
Heterosexual Perp 55.044^ )^ 4.549 46.116 63.973 
TRUTH Gay Perp 58.8173'^  3.828 51.303 66.331 
Heterosexual Perp 54.3433'^  4.210 46.079 62.606 
PREVENT Gay Perp 37.626«'*' 3.928 29.915 45.336 
Heterosexual Perp 40.7083'*' 4.320 32.229 49.187 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5454, 
MRMAS = 21.4177, MATHS = 78.0952. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
414 
5. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. En-or 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
57.662^** 
57.7383-^ 
4.308 
4.375 
49.207 
49.150 
66.117 
66.326 
TRUTH Gay Vidim 
Heterosexual Victim 
59.146^" 
53.186^^ 
3.987 
4.049 
51.321 
45.238 
66.971 
61.134 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
37.607a.»> 
41.2453''' 
4.091 
4.155 
29.578 
33.090 
45.636 
49.400 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the foDovwng values: FRMAS = 17.5454. 
MRMAS = 21.4177, MATHS = 78.0952. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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APPENDIX Cxvill 
Study 3 
Full S P S S output for MANCOVA testing observers' age 
General Linear Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Lat)el N 
catage .00 25 or under 591 
1.00 26 or over 298 
SEXPERP .00 Male 478 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 411 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 435 
1.00 Female 
Victim 454 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 452 
1.00 Heterosexu 
alPerp 437 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 448 
1.00 Heterosexu 441 al Victim 
416 
417 
Box's Test of Equality of Covarlance Matrlc^ 
Box's M 192.609 
F 1.767 
dfl 102 
df2 9425.829 
Sig. .000 
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+AGE2+SEXPERP-t 
SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP+AGK 
* SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+AGE2 * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+AGE2 * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPS0+AGE2 * SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPS0+AGE2 * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP " 
SEXVICT * PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * 
PERPS0+AGE2 * VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+AGE2 
• SEXPERP - VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO * VICTSO+AGE2 * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXPERP • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+AGE2 ' SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO 
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Levene*& Test of Equality of Error Variance 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 2.106 23 865 .002 
TRUTH 2.154 23 865 .001 
PREVENT 2.236 23 865 .001 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
lntercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+AGE2+SEXPERP+ 
SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP+AGE2 
* SEXVICT+SEXPERP * SEXVICT+AGE2 * SEXPERP ' 
SEXVICT+AGE2 * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+AGE2 ' SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+AGE2 * VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTS0+AGE2 
• SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO • VICTSO+AGE2 * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+AGE2 * 
SEXPERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+AGE2 * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTS0+AGE2 * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO 
Estimated Marginal Means 
1. catage 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable catage Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY 25 or under 3.230 56.915 69.593 
26 or over 43.747 .^** 3.569 36.741 50.753 
TRUTH 25 or under 60.330«'*» 2.996 54.449 66.211 
26 or over 47.1 lO '^** 3.312 40.610 53.610 
PREVENT 25 or under 40.598«'»' 3.065 34.582 46.615 
26 or over 29.9178*' 3.388 23.268 36.566 
a- Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
17.5399, MRMAS = 21.3926, MATHS = 77.9843. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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2. SEXPERP 
Dependent Variable SEXPERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
52.776^*' 
57.114^** 
3.342 
3.413 
46.216 
50.416 
59.336 
63.812 
TRLTTH Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
52.816^^ 
56.519^*' 
3.101 
3.166 
46.730 
50.304 
58.902 
62.733 
PREVENT Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
32.7243.*' 
39.0453'*' 
3.172 
3.239 
26.498 
32.688 
38.950 
45.402 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5399, 
MRMAS = 21.3926, MATHS = 77.9843. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
3. SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable SEXVICT Mean Std. En-or Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 55.024«-*' 3.593 47.971 62.076 
Female Victim 55 212a.*' 3.232 48.869 61.555 
TRUTH Male Victim 51.577^** 3.334 45.034 58.121 
Female Victim 57.5673." 2.998 51.682 63.452 
PREVENT Male Victim 39.8123.*' 3.410 33.118 46.506 
Female Victim 33.0483." 3.067 27.028 39.068 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
17.5399, MRMAS = 21.3926. MATHS = 77.9843. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
4. PERPSO 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 
Heterosexual Perp 
57.4443." 
52.8083." 
3.420 
3.372 
50.730 
46.189 
64.157 
59.427 
TRUTH Gay Perp 
Heterosexual Perp 
56.2033." 
53.4403." 
3.173 
3.129 
49.975 
47.299 
62.432 
59.581 
PREVENT Gay Perp 
Heterosexual Perp 
35.3583." 
36.9383." 
3.246 
3.201 
28.986 
30.656 
41.730 
43.220 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5399, 
MRMAS = 21.3926. MATHS = 77.9843. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
420 
5. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Inten^l 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
55.238^^ 
54.9943.t> 
3.244 
3.568 
48.871 
47.991 
61.605 
61.996 
TRUTH Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
57.695^'* 
51.426^^ 
3.010 
3.310 
51.787 
44.930 
63.602 
57.923 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
33.9663." 
38.726^** 
3.079 
3.386 
27.923 
32.080 
40.009 
45.372 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the foOowing values: FRMAS = 17.5399. 
MRMAS = 21.3926. MATHS = 77.9843. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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APPENDIX Cxix 
Study 3 
Full S P S S output for MANCOVA testing observers* sexuality 
General Linear Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Label N 
sexuality .00 heterosexu 
al 779 
1.00 tMsexual 77 
2.00 homosexua 
1 
33 
SEXPERP .00 
1 
Male 477 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 412 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 435 
1.00 Female 
Victim 454 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 451 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 438 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 448 
1.00 Heterosexu 441 al Victim 
422 
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Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrte^ 
Box's M 206.675 
F 1.382 
dfl 126 
df2 5130.109 
Sig. .003 
Tests the null hypothesis that the otseived covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXUAUT+SEXPE 
RP+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEXUALIT * 
SEXPERP+SEXUAUT * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXUALIT' PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXUAUT * SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT 
• PERPSO+SEXUALIT * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUALIT 
• SEXPERP • SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUALIT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEXUALIT ' SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXUAUT * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXUALIT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * PERPSO 
' VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * SEXVICT 
• PERPSO * VICTSO 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error VariancA 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.449 31 857 .055 
TRUTH 1.568 31 857 .026 
PREVENT 2.354 31 857 .000 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Interoept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXUALIT+SEXPE 
RP+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEXUAUT * 
SEXPERP+SEXUAUT * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXUAUT * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXUAUT * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXUAUT * SEXPERP * PERPSO+SEXVICT 
• PERPSO+SEXUAUT * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUALIT 
• SEXPERP • SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXUAUT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXUAUT * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXUALIT ' 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXUALIT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUAUT * SEXPERP * PERPSO 
• VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXUALIT * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXUAUT * SEXPERP * SEXVICT 
• PERPSO-VICTSO 
General Linear Model 
425 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Lab^ N 
PERP .00 Has not 
been a perp 815 
1.00 Has been a 71 perp 
SEXPERP .00 Male 475 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 411 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 432 
1.00 Female 
Victim 454 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 452 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 434 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 445 
1.00 Heterosexu 441 al Victim 
426 
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Box's Test of Equality of Covarlance MatrIcA 
144.604 
F 1.335 
dfl 96 
df2 5809.382 
Sig. .017 
Tests ttie nuO hypothesis that the obseived covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+PERP+SEXPERP 
+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP+PERP • SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+PERP • SEXPERP * SEXVICT+PERP * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP " SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+PERP * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP ' SEXPERP * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variant^ 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.472 24 861 .067 
TRUTH 1.606 24 861 .033 
PREVENT 2.269 24 861 .001 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+PERP+SEXPERP+ 
SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP+PERP • SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+PERP * SEXPERP * SEXVICT+PERP * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP ' VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT ' VICTSO+PERP * SEXVICT ' 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+PERP • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+PERP • SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO 
Estimated {Marginal Means 
1.PERP 
Dependent Variable PERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
57.551^*' 
59.274a-b 
3.475 
5.883 
50.731 
47.727 
64.371 
70.820 
TRUTH Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
55.7843'*» 
58.755^'* 
3.214 
5.442 
49.475 
48.074 
62.092 
69.437 
PREVENT Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
38.358^*' 
47.085^*' 
3.293 
5.576 
31.895 
36.142 
44.821 
58.028 
a. Covariates appearing In the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5372, 
MRMAS = 21.4266. HEATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
429 
2. SEXPERP 
Dependent Variat)le SEXPERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Lovt^ er Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
54.247a-» 
61.926a-*» 
4.496 
4.381 
45.423 
53.327 
63.071 
70.526 
TRUTH Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
54.435^** 
59.315^^ 
4.159 
4.053 
46.272 
51.360 
62.598 
67.270 
PREVENT Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
37.839 -^^  
45.551^*' 
4.261 
4.152 
29.476 
37.401 
46.201 
53.700 
a. Covariates appearing in the mode! are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5372, 
MRMAS = 21.4266, MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
3. SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable SEXVICT Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 56.8523'*' 4.374 48.268 65.437 
Female Victim 59.330 '^** 4.431 50.634 68.027 
TRUTH Male Victim 51.484^" 4.046 43.542 59.426 
Female Victim 61.285^'' 4.099 53.239 69.330 
PREVENT Male Victim 41.557^^ 4.145 33.421 49.693 
Female Victim 42.078 *^^  4.199 33.836 50.320 
a- Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
17.5372. MRMAS = 21.4266. MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
4. PERPSO 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 61.215^'" 4.488 52.406 70.023 
Heterosexual Perp 55.494a''' 4.407 46.845 64.143 
TRUTH Gay Perp 58.8243.^  4.152 50.675 66.973 
Heterosexual Perp 55.2633-'' 4.077 47.262 63.264 
PREVENT Gay Perp 43.5613''' 4.253 35.213 51.909 
Heterosexual Perp 40.2693'" 4.176 32.072 48.466 
a- Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
MRMAS = 21.4266, MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
17.5372. 
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5. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. En^ or 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lov/er Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
60.420^° 
55.466 '^*' 
4.665 
3.971 
51.264 
47.672 
69.576 
63.259 
TRUTH Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
60.565^** 
52.400^^ 
4.315 
3.673 
52.095 
45.190 
69.035 
59.610 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
41.603^-'' 
42.162^ .»> 
4.421 
3.763 
32.926 
34.776 
50.280 
49.549 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
MRMAS = 21.4266, MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
17.5372. 
431 
APPENDIX Cxx 
Study 3 
Full S P S S output for MANCOVA testing observers' victim status 
General Linear Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Label N 
VICTIM .00 Has not 
been a 
victim 
530 
1.00 Has been a 
victim 356 
SEXPERP .00 Male 473 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 413 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 432 
1.00 Female 
Victim 454 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 451 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 435 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 445 
1.00 Heterosexu 441 al Victim 
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Box's Test of Equality of Covarlance Matrlc^ 
Box's M 151.193 
F 1.389 
dfl 102 
df2 10188.633 
Sig. .006 
Tests the nun hypothesis that the obseived covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+VICTIM+SEXPERF 
+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+VICT1M * 
SEXPERP+VICTIM * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+VICTIM * SEXPERP * SEXVICT+VICTIM * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT • PERPSO+VICTIM * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • PERPSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+VICTIM * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP • VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT ' VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+VICTIM * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO ' VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.320 28 857 .125 
TRUTH 1.930 28 857 .003 
PREVENT 1.999 28 857 .002 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+VICTIM+SEXPERP 
+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP+VICTIM * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+VICTIM * SEXPERP * SEXVICT+VICTIM ' 
PERPSO+SEXPERP ' PERPSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+VICTIM * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • PERPSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * PERPSO+VICTIM * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP " 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * V1CTSO+VICTIM ' SEXVICT ' 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+VICTIM ' PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP • 
PERPSO * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+VICTIM * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+VICTIM * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO 
Estimated Marginal Means 
1. VICTIM 
Dependent Variable VICTIM Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence tnten/al 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Has not been a victim 
Has been a victim 
52.720°'^ 
60.0069." 
4.704 
4.761 
43.487 
50.662 
61.953 
69.351 
TRUTH Has not been a victim 
Has been a victim 
55.1069'' 
55.7949'*' 
4.342 
4.395 
46.583 
47.168 
63.629 
64.421 
PREVENT Has not been a victim 
Has been a victim 
41.2189.*» 
35.0349.*' 
4.472 
4.526 
32.441 
26.151 
49.995 
43.917 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5440, 
MRMAS = 21.4323. MATHS = 78.1862. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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2. SEXPERP 
Dependent Variable SEXPERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
50.614a.'» 
61.9713''' 
5.226 
4.254 
40.356 
53.623 
60.872 
70.320 
TRUTH Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
51.2613." 
59.3833'" 
4.825 
3.927 
41.792 
51.675 
60.731 
67.090 
PREVENT Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
33.9893." 
41.7823-" 
4.968 
4.044 
24.237 
33.845 
43.740 
49.719 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the foUowing values: FRMAS = 17.5440, 
MRMAS = 21.4323. MATHS = 78.1862. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
3. SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable SEXVICT Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 52.3113''' 5.069 42.362 62.260 
Female Victim 59.8833 4.460 51.129 68.637 
TRUTH Male Victim 48.8033'" 4.679 39.619 57.988 
Female Victim 60.8723 4.117 52.791 68.953 
PREVENT Male Victim 41.8983-" 4.819 32.440 51.356 
Female Victim 34.8683 4.240 26.547 43.190 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
17.5440. MRMAS = 21.4323, MATHS = 78.1862. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
4. PERPSO 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 60.1343'" 3.984 52.314 67.954 
Heterosexual Perp 53.5273 5.139 43.440 63.614 
TRUTH Gay Perp 58.5253-" 3.678 51.306 65.744 
Heterosexual Perp 52.9733 4.744 43.662 62.285 
PREVENT Gay Perp 36.9243'" 3.788 29.490 44.358 
Heterosexual Perp 38.9093 4.885 29.321 48.498 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
MRMAS = 21.4323, MATHS = 78.1862. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
17.5440, 
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5. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
59.2589 
53.0809'*» 
4.467 
5.058 
50.489 
43.154 
68.027 
63.007 
TRUTH Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
60.2739 
49.5419.*> 
4.124 
4.669 
52.178 
40.377 
68.367 
58.705 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
35.2749 
41.3999.*» 
4.247 
4.808 
26.938 
31.962 
43.610 
50.836 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5440, 
MRMAS = 21.4323, MATHS = 78.1862. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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APPENDIX Cxxi 
Study 3 
Full S P S S output for MANCOVA testing observers* perpetrator status 
General Linear iViodel 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Label N 
PERP .00 Has not 
been a perp 815 
1.00 Has been a 71 perp 
SEXPERP .00 Male 475 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 411 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 432 
1.00 Female 
Victim 454 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 452 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 434 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 445 
1.00 Heterosexu 441 al Victim 
438 
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Box's Test of Equality of Covartance MatrtaA 
Box's M 144.604 
F 1.335 
df1 98 
df2 5809.382 
Sig. .017 
Tests the nuO hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+PERP+SEXPERP 
+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP+PERP • SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+PERP * SEXPERP * SEXVICT+PERP * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
ViCTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VfCTSO+PERP • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP " 
PERPSO • VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP • SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO-VICTSO 
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Levene*s Test of Equality of Error Variance 
F df1 df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.472 24 861 .067 
TRUTH 1.606 24 861 .033 
PREVEhfT 2.269 24 861 .001 
Tests the nuU hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variatile is equal across groups, 
a- Design: 
lntercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+PERP+SEXPERP+ 
SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+PERP ' 
SEXPERP+PERP * SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+PERP • SEXPERP * SEXVICT+PERP * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO+PERP ' SEXPERP ' 
PERPSO+SEXVICT • PERPSO+PERP * SEXVICT • 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * PERPSO+PERP * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERP • 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT * VICTSO+PERPSO * 
VICTSO+PERP • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * PERPSO " 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+PERP * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO *VICTSO 
Estimated Marginal fVleans 
1. PERP 
Dependent Variable PERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
57.551^'' 
59.274 -^^  
3.475 
5.883 
50.731 
47.727 
64.371 
70.820 
TRUTH Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
55.784^** 
58.755«-*> 
3.214 
5.442 
49.475 
48.074 
62.092 
69.437 
PREVENT Has not been a perp 
Has been a perp 
38.358^-'' 
47.085a'^ 
3.293 
5.576 
31.895 
36.142 
44.821 
58.028 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5372, 
MRMAS = 21.4266. MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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2. SEXPERP 
Deoendent Variable SEXPERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 61.926a.»» 
4.496 
4.381 
45.423 
53.327 
63.071 
70.526 
TRUTH Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
54.435^^ 
59.31 S^** 
4.159 
4.053 
46.272 
51.360 
62.598 
67.270 
PREVENT Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
37.839^** 
45.551^** 
4.261 
4.152 
29.476 
37.401 
46.201 
53.700 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
MRMAS = 21.4266. MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
17.5372. 
3. SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variat>le SEXVICT Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 56.852^^ 4.374 48.268 65.437 
Female Victim 59.330^^ 4.431 50.634 68.027 
TRUTH Male Victim 51.484«'^ 4.046 43.542 59.426 
Female Victim 61.285a.f 4.099 53.239 69.330 
PREVENT Male Victim 41.5573-^ 4.145 33.421 49.693 
Female Victim 42.078^*' 4.199 33.836 50.320 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
17.5372. MRMAS = 21.4266, MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
4. PERPSO 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 61.215^-^ 4.488 52.406 70.023 
Heterosexual Perp 55.4943'" 4.407 46.845 64.143 
TRUTH Gay Perp 58.824 '^^  4.152 50.675 66.973 
Heterosexual Perp 55.263^" 4.077 47.262 63.264 
PREVENT Gay Perp 43.561«'" 4.253 35.213 51.909 
Heterosexual Perp 40.2693.*> 4.176 32.072 48.466 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5372. 
MRMAS = 21.4266. MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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5. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Intewal 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
60.420^" 
55.466^." 
4.665 
3.971 
51.264 
47.672 
69.576 
63.259 
TRUTH Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 52.400^^ 
4.315 
3.673 
52.095 
45.190 
69.035 
59.610 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
41.6033.b 4.421 
3.763 
32.926 
34.776 
50.280 
49.549 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = 17.5372, 
MRMAS = 21.4266, MATHS = 78.1016. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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APPENDIX Cxxii 
Study 3 
Full S P S S output for MANCOVA models testing the effects of the sex and sexuality of the 
victim and perpetrator 
General Linear Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Label N 
SEXPERP .00 Mate 478 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 413 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 433 
1.00 Female 
Victim 458 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 456 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 435 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 446 
1.00 Heterosexu 445 al Victim 
-65-
45-
- E 3 -
i s " 
-cs-
-C3-
- E 3 -
4s -
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Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matric& 
Box's M 93.139 
F 1.585 
df1 54 
df2 2934.693 
Sig. .004 
Tests the nuD hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXPERP+SEXVI 
CT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP' PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP 
* VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO ' VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO ' VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO 
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Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.569 14 876 .082 
TRUTH 2.245 14 876 .005 
PREVENT 2.914 14 876 .000 
Tests the nuD hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups, 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+MATHS+SEXPERP+SEXVI 
CT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP • PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP 
* VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO - VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+SEXVICT ' PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO • VICTSO 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source Dependent V r^tatile 
Type (11 Sum 
of Squares dl Mean Square F Sip. 
Corrected Model GUILTY 27234.871" 17 1602.061 1.531 .07 
TRUTH 20873.563^ 17 1227.857 1.361 .14 
PREVENT 100873,699^ 17 5933.747 6026 .00 
Intercept GUILTY 170836.586 1 170S38.586 163.259 .00 
TRUTH 179569.253 1 179569.253 199,095 .00 
PREVENT 38187.G59 1 38187.659 38.782 .00 
FRMAS GUILTY 4921.537 1 4921.537 4.703 .03 
TRUTH 336.160 1 336.160 .373 .54 
reEVENT 12647.558 1 12647.558 12.844 .00 
MRMAS GUILTY 1175.328 1 1175.328 1.123 .29 
TRUTH .070 1 .070 .000 .99 
PREVENT 314.189 1 314.189 .319 .57 
MATHS GUILTY 192.218 1 192.218 .184 .66 
TRUTH 968.666 1 958.665 1.063 .30 
PREVENT 30933.436 1 30933.435 31.415 .00 
SEXPERP GUILTY 1920.631 1 1920.631 1.836 .17 
TRUTH 2184.581 1 2184.581 2.422 .12 
PREVENT 292.032 1 292.032 .297 .58 
SEXVICT GUILTY 103.319 1 103.319 .099 .75 
TI?UTH 2196.718 1 2196.718 2.436 .11 
PREVENT 3378.765 1 3378.765 3.431 .06 
PERPSO GUILTY 747.192 1 747.192 .714 .39 
TRUTH 28.574 1 28.574 .032 .85 
PREVENT 392.596 1 392.596 .399 .52 
VICTSO GUILTY 27.810 1 27.810 .027 .87 
TRUTH 2060.433 1 2060.433 2.284 .13 
PREVENT 2111.633 1 2111.633 2.145 .14 
SEXPERP ' SEXVICT GUILTY 1289.427 1 1289.427 1.232 .26 
TRUTH 178.383 1 178.383 .198 .65 
PREVENT 129.304 1 129.304 .131 .71 
SEXPERP' PERPSO GUILTY 1.574 1 1.574 .002 .96 
TRUTH 103.140 1 103.140 .114 .73 
PREVENT 69.851 1 69 851 .071 .79 
SEXVICT • PERPSO GUILTY 17.753 1 17.753 .017 .89 
TRUTH 24.307 1 24.307 .027 .87 
PREVENT 806.574 1 806,574 .819 .36 
SEXPERP' SEXVICT GUILTY 1.385 1 1.385 .mi .97 
•PERPSO TRUTH 95.932 1 95,932 .106 .74 
PREVENT 1333.961 1 1333,961 1.355 .24 
SEXPERP' VICTSO GUILTY 1605.285 1 1605.285 1.534 .21 
TRUTH 356.625 1 356.625 .395 .52 
PREVENT 1.497 1 1.497 .002 .9€ 
SEXVtCT • VICTSO GUILTY 521.049 1 521.049 .498 .4fi 
TRUTH 6.144 1 6.144 .007 .9C 
PREVENT 4049.882 1 4049.882 4,113 .0<! 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT GUILTY 4023.086 1 4023.086 3845 .OS 
"VICTSO TRUTH 3977.409 1 3977.409 4,410 .o: 
PREVENT 1004.376 1 1004,376 1,020 .31 
PERPSO • VICTSO GUILTY 5.771 1 5,771 .006 
TT^ UTH 31.855 1 31.855 .035 .8£ 
PREVENT 566.674 1 566.674 .575 .4i 
SEXPERP • PERPSO GUILTY .939 1 .939 .001 .97 
•VICTSO TRUTH 26.539 1 26,539 .029 .Bt 
PREVENT 2062.692 1 2062.692 2.095 .M 
SEXVICT • PERPSO • GUILTY 1461.549 1 1461.549 1.397 .2: 
VICTSO TRUTH .092 1 .092 .000 .9J 
PREVE^^• 627.930 1 627.930 .638 .a: 
SEXPERP * SEXVICT GUILTY .000 0 
• PERPSO' VICTSO TRUTH 
PREVENT 
.000 
.000 
0 
0 
Error GUILTY 913519.980 873 1046,415 
TRUTH 787381.063 873 901.926 
PREVENT 859619.421 873 984.673 
Total GUILTY 
TRUTH 
PREVENT 
3632511.000 
3553923.0X 
1975921.000 
891 
891 
891 
Corrected Total GUILTY 
TRUTH 
940754.851 
808254.626 
890 
890 
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Estimated Marginal IVIeans 
1. SEXPERP 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable SEXPERP Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 51.414^'' 5.067 41.469 61.359 
Female Perpetrator 63.292^ 4.479 54.501 72.083 
TRUTH Male perpetrator 51.143^^ 4.704 41.910 60.376 
Female Perpetrator 59.894^ 4.158 51.733 68.056 
PREVENT Mate perpetrator 34.360 '^^  4.915 24.713 44.007 
Female Perpetrator 42.907^ 4.345 34.380 51.435 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = . 1369. 
MRMAS = .0034. MATHS = 77.3883. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
2. SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable SEXVICT Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 56.855^^ 5.417 46.223 67.488 
Female Victim 58.5313 4.153 50.380 66.682 
TRUTH Male Victim 50.305^'' 5.029 40.434 60.177 
Female Victim 60.627^ 3.856 53.060 68.195 
PREVENT Male Victim 44.980^** 5.255 34.666 55.294 
Female Victim 33.615^ 4.029 25.708 41.522 
.1369. 
MRMAS = .0034. MATHS = 77.3883. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
3. PERPSO 
95% Confidence Inten/al 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 63.5173'° 4.564 54.559 72.475 
Heterosexual Perp 52.701^ 4.879 43.126 62.277 
TRUTH Gay Perp 58.303^^ 4.237 49.986 66.619 
Heterosexual Perp 53.629^ 4.529 44.739 62.519 
PREVENT Gay Perp 38.943^** 4.427 30.254 47.633 
Heterosexual Perp 38.897^ 4.733 29.608 48.186 
a. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS 
MRMAS = .0034, MATHS = 77.3883. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
.1369. 
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4. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Inten a^l 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
57.912^ 
57.562^t. 
4.159 
5.413 
49.750 
46.937 
66.075 
68.187 
TRUTH Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
60.235^ 
50.754a-*» 
3.861 
5.026 
52.657 
40.890 
67.813 
60.618 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
35.023^ 
43.3713'^  
4.034 
5.251 
27.105 
33.064 
42.942 
53.677 
a. Covariates appearing In the model are evaluated at the following values: FRMAS = . 1369, 
MRMAS = .0034. MATHS = 77.3883. 
b. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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APPENDIX Cxxlii 
Study 3 
Full S P S S output for MANOVA model excluding covariates 
General Linear Model 
Betwecn-Subjects Factors 
Value Label N 
SEXPERP .00 Male 562 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 487 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 515 
1.00 Female 
Victim 534 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 540 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 509 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 530 
1.00 Heterosexu 519 al Victim 
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matric& 
Box's M 137.560 
F 1.668 
dfl 80 
df2 32377.143 
Sig. .000 
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a- Design: 
lntercept+SEX+AGE2+SEXUALIT+VICTIM+PERP+SEX 
PERP+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEXPERP* 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP " PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP 
* VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' 
VICTSO+PERPSO • VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO 
s 
i i i g ! § § § 5*55 3gg& ssg§ 3333 8 a § S B B e e gggg g R § 5 SMS g38S ES2£ SEES » n a 3 
S 
§§B§ 
§§S§ 
§§gg 
§§§§ 
s§g§ 
§§§i 
§ § § § nu §§gg gg§g §§§§ iggg §l i§ gggg l l § l 
gggg 
l l i l 
gggg 
HM 
gggg 
P i l l 
gggg 
i l i i 
iggg 
i§§§ 
gggg 
i i i i 
gggg 
i l§§ 
gggg 
i i i i 
gggg 
l i§§ 
gggg 
i i i i 
gggg 
gggg §»g» gggg gggg gggg §gig gggg gggg gggg gggg gggg gggg gggg 
f 
9 9 a e 
nn m i s i i s t. A & C a s a s mi 1 t £ t ! ! ! H e B E e 
S 
3SSS 3S93 i l g § e 8 s 5 9S5S S9g5 SSSi sags gsss g8§§ §igg ggg§ § S 8 § gggg §3gg gggg gggg §8§g gggg 
i n s 
i f 
i l l ! 
5 3 
Si ! 
mi f i l l • i i i f i l l 
1 
i l l ! ! 
I 
s l l i n i i S i l ilh 4 
\ 
> ! l l 
i j f l 
Si ! H I S 
1 
Si i i l l s • i l l i l l ! 
S 
s i 1 f l y 
I 
sl 1 
uh 
I 
11 
Sl ! 
i l l s 
4 
| i 
i l ! i l f l 
I f 
Sl 1 
i l f l 
1 
452 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variance 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.307 14 1034 .196 
TRUTH 1.528 14 1034 .094 
PRECiprr 3.923 14 1034 .000 
PREVENT 2.466 14 1034 .002 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable ts equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
lntercept+SEX+AGE2+SEXUAUT+VICTIM+PERP+SEXP 
ERP+SEXVICT+PERPSO+VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+SEXPERP ' PERPSO+SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+SEXPERP * SEXViCT ' PERPSO+SEXPERP 
' VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT ' PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT * PERPSO ' VICTSO 
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APPENDIX Cxxiv 
Study 3 
Full SPSS output for MANOVA model treating RMA as an Independent variable 
General Linear Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 
Value Label N 
FRMAS .00 
1.00 
787 
130 
MRMAS .00 Lo MRMAS 914 
1.00 HI MRMAS 3 
SEXPERP .00 Male 491 perpetrator 
1.00 Female 426 Perpetrator 
SEXVICT .00 Male Victim 447 
1.00 Female 
Victim 470 
PERPSO .00 Gay Perp 468 
1.00 Heterosexu 
al Perp 449 
VICTSO .00 Gay Victim 460 
1.00 Heterosexu 457 al Victim 
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Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matric& 
" B 5 ? ^ 158.867 
F 1.424 
df1 102 
(3f2 8523.735 
Sig. .003 
Tests the null hypothesis that the obseived covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+SEXPERP+SEXVICT+PER 
PSO+VICTSOFRMAS * MRMAS+FRMAS ' 
SEXPERP+MRMAS * SEXPERP+FRMAS * MRMAS * 
SEXPERP+FRMAS * SEXVICT+MRMAS * 
SEXVICT+FRMAS * MRMAS • SEXVICT+SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+FRMAS ' SEXPERP * SEXVICT+MRMAS * 
SEXPERP • SEXVICT+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * 
SEXVICT+FRMAS * PERPSO+MRMAS * 
PERPSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * PERPSO+SEXPERP ' 
PERPSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO+MRMAS * 
SEXPERP • PERPSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+FRMAS * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+MRMAS * SEXVICT * PERPSO+FRMAS * 
MRMAS • SEXVICT * PERPSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+MRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+FRMAS * VICTSO+MRMAS * 
VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * VICTSO+SEXPERP ' 
VICTSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * VICTSO+MRMAS * 
SEXPERP • VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+FRMAS * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXVICT * VICTSO+FRMAS * 
MRMAS • SEXVICT * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT • 
VICTSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO * VICTSO+FRMAS * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+MRMAS • PERPSO * VICTSO+FRMAS * 
MRMAS * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO * VICTSO+FRMAS * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO * VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+FRMAS ' SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+MRMAS ' SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO 
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Levene's Test of Equaltty of Error Variance 
F dfl df2 Sig. 
GUILTY 1.255 27 889 .174 
TRUTH 1.653 27 889 .020 
PREVENT 2.967 27 889 .000 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a. Design: 
Intercept+FRMAS+MRMAS+SEXPERP+SEXVICT+PER 
PSO+VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS+FRMAS * 
SEXPERP+MRMAS ' SEXPERP+FRMAS ' MRMAS ' 
SEXPERP+FRMAS * SEXVICT+MRMAS * 
SEXVICT+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXVICT+SEXPERP ' 
SEXVICT+FRMAS ' SEXPERP ' SEXVICT+MRMAS * 
SEXPERP • SEXVtCT+FRMAS ' MRMAS * SEXPERP ' 
SEXVICT+FRMAS * PERPSO+MRMAS * 
PERPSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * PERPSO+SEXPERP * 
PERPSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO+MRMAS * 
SEXPERP • PERPSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP ' 
PERPSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO+FRMAS * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+MRMAS * SEXVICT * PERPSO+FRMAS * 
MRMAS * SEXVICT ' PERPSO+SEXPERP ' SEXVICT ' 
PERPSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP ' SEXVICT ' 
PERPSO+MRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' 
PERPSO+FRMAS ' MRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO+FRMAS * VICTSO+MRMAS * VICTSO+FRMAJ 
• MRMAS • VICTSO+SEXPERP ' VICTSO+FRMAS * 
SEXPERP ' VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXPERP ' 
VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * VICTSO+FRMAS ' SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+MRMAS ' SEXVICT * VICTSO+FRMAS ' 
MRMAS • SEXVICT • VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+FRMAS ' SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT ' 
VICTSO+FRMAS ' MRMAS ' SEXPERP * SEXVICT * 
VICTSO+PERPSO * VICTSO+FRMAS ' PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+MRMAS * PERPSO * VICTSO+FRMAS ' 
MRMAS * PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO " 
VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXPERP * PERPSO • 
VICTSO+SEXVICT * PERPSO • VICTSO+FRMAS * 
SEXVICT • PERPSO ' VICTSO+MRMAS * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO • VICTSO+FRMAS * MRMAS * SEXVICT * 
PERPSO * VICTSO+SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO ' 
VICTSO+FRMAS * SEXPERP * SEXVICT * PERPSO * 
VICTSO+MRMAS ' SEXPERP ' SEXVICT • PERPSO * 
VICTSO 
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Estimated Marginal i\fleans 
1. FRMAS 
95% Confidence Intend 
Dependent Variable FRMAS Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY .00 59.214^ 4.299 5 0 7 / / 67.650 
1.00 66.445^ 5.144 56.349 76.541 
TRUTH .00 55.845^ 4.009 47.978 63.713 
1.00 59.685^ 4.797 50.269 69.100 
PREVENT .00 32.445^ 4.257 24.090 40.800 
1.00 58.608^ 5.095 48.609 68.607 
a. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
2. MRMAS 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable MRMAS Mean Std. En-or Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Lo MRMAS 60.101^ 2.942 54.327 65.875 
Hi MRMAS 78.333^ 18.656 41.719 114.948 
TRUTH Lo MRMAS 57.436^ 2.744 52.052 62.821 
Hi MRMAS 56.667^ 17.398 22.520 90.813 
PREVENT Lo MRMAS 44.250^ 2.914 38.532 49.968 
Hi MRMAS 30.000^ 18.476 -6.261 66.261 
a- Based on modified population marginal mean. 
3. SEXPERP 
Dependent Variable SEXPERP Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
59.0973 
65.468^ 
5.120 
3.955 
49.048 
57.706 
69.145 
73.230 
TRUTH Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
53.427^ 
61.885^ 
4.775 
3.688 
44.055 
54.647 
62.798 
69.124 
PREVENT Male perpetrator 
Female Perpetrator 
36.359® 
50.066® 
5.071 
3.917 
26.408 
42.379 
46.311 
57.754 
a. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
4. SEXVICT 
95% Confidence Interval 
Dependent Variable SEXVICT Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Male Victim 62.523® 4.992 52.727 72.320 
Female Victim 61.586® 4.320 53.107 70.065 
TRUTH Male Victim 52.936® 4.655 43.799 62.072 
Female Victim 61.772® 4.029 53.864 69.679 
PREVENT Male Victim 42.612® 4.943 32.910 52.314 
Female Victim 42.835® 4.279 34.438 51.232 
a. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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5. PERPSO 
Dependent Variable PERPSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Perp 
Heterosexual Perp 
68.677^ 
55.433^ 
4.791 
4.542 
59.275 
46.518 
78.079 
64.347 
TRUTH Gay Perp 
Heterosexual Perp 
60.167^ 
54.540^ 
4.468 
4.236 
51.399 
46.227 
68.936 
62.854 
PREVENT Gay Perp 
Heterosexual Perp 
45.485« 
39.962^ 
4.744 
4.498 
36.173 
31.133 
54.796 
48.790 
a. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
6. VICTSO 
Dependent Variable VICTSO Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
GUILTY Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
64.428^ 
58.387^ 
4.860 
3.765 
54.889 
50.998 
73.967 
65.776 
TRUTH Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
60.160^ 
53.0183 
4.533 
3.511 
51.264 
46.127 
69.055 
59.909 
PREVENT Gay Victim 
Heterosexual Victim 
42.025^ 
43.802^ 
4.813 
3.728 
32.578 
36.485 
51.472 
51.120 
a. Based on modified population marginal mean. 
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T-Test 
APPENDIX Cxxv 
Study 3 
T-tests of the relationship between RMA and observers* age 
Group Statistics Std. Error 
cataqe N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 
FRMAS 26 or over 315 16.9111 5.47999 .30876 
25 or under 658 18.1185 5.70651 .22246 
MRMAS 26 or over 311 21.0707 7.62687 .43248 
25 or under 645 21.9736 8.41274 .33125 
46 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 
Eoualitv of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sifl. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
FRMAS Equal variances 
assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
2.051 .152 -3.128 
-3.173 
971 
641.946 
.002 
.002 
-1.2074 
-1.2074 
.38603 
.38056 
-1.96499 
-1.95472 
-.44987 
-.46014 
MRMAS Equal variances 
assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.605 .437 -1.602 
-1.657 
954 
669.501 
.110 
.098 
-.9029 
-.9029 
.56372 
.54476 
-2.00917 
-1.97255 
.20336 
.16675 
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APPENDIX Cxxvi 
Study 3 
Chi-square comparing satisfaction with vignette Information and sample origin 
Sample origin * sufficient info Crosstabulatlon 
sufficient info 
yes no Total 
Sample usa Count 279 268 547 
origin Expected Count 242.1 304.9 547.0 
% within Sample origin 51.0% 49.0% 100.0% 
% within sufficient info 57.1% 43.5% 49.5% 
uk Count 160 288 448 
Expected Count 198.3 249.7 448.0 
% within Sample origin 35.7% 64.3% 100.0% 
% within sufficient info 32.7% 46.8% 40.5% 
other Count 42 49 91 
Expected Count 40.3 50.7 91.0 
% within Sampie origin 46.2% 53.8% 100.0% 
% within sufficient info 8.6% 8.0% 8.2% 
Count 8 11 19 
Expected Count 8.4 10.6 19.0 
% within Sampie origin 42.1% 57.9% 100.0% 
% within sufficient info 1.6% 1.8% 1.7% 
Total Count 489 616 1105 
Expected Count 489.0 616.0 1105.0 
% within Sample origin 44.3% 55.7% 100.0% 
% within sufficient info 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chl-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chl-Square 23.519^ 3 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 23.693 3 .000 
N of Valid Cases 1105 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is 8.41. 
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APPENDIX Cxxvll 
Study 3 
Frequency of participants asking questions In each category 
Question category Number of Participants who asked Percentage 
Victim Resistance 263 29.4 
Sign of Injuries 119 13.3 
Victim's Aue 35 3.9 
Victim Dress 15 1.7 
Victim Intoxication 59 6.6 
Escape Attempt 86 9.6 
Communication 91 10.2 
Psycholofiical Consequences 40 4.5 
Victim's Psychological Profile 62 6.9 
Victim's Sexual historv 76 8.5 
Victim's Pre-attack Behaviour 129 14.4 
Victim's Post-attack Behaviour 88 9.8 
Victim's Criminal Record 41 4.6 
Victim's Physical Build 114 12.7 
Truthfulness of Victim 72 8.0 
Victim's Background/Lifest>'le 26 2.9 
Victim's Relationship Status 3 0.3 
Perp's Psychological Profile 90 10 
Use of Weapons 323 36.0 
Perpetrator's Criminal Record 153 17.1 
Perpetrator's Age 34 3.8 
Use of Threats 136 15.2 
Perpetrator's Physical Build 125 14.0 
465 
Perpetrator Intoxication 52 5.8 
Peroetraior's Sexual Histor>' 83 9.3 
Perpetrator's Relationship Status 11 1.2 
Alibi 48 5.4 
Premeditation 21 2.3 
Perpetrator's Version of Events 79 8.8 
Perpetrator's Dress 1 0.1 
Perp's Pre-attack Behaviour 40 4.5 
Perp's Post-attack Behaviour 31 3.5 
Perp's Background/Lifestyle 39 4.4 
Motive 97 10.8 
Truthfulness of Perpetrator 18 2.0 
Accomplices 11 1.2 
Use of Force 67 7.5 
Victim/Perpetrator Acquaintance 329 36.7 
Time of Day 111 12.4 
Witnesses 199 22.2 
Place of Attack 90 10.0 
Identification of Accused 207 23.1 
Sexual Acts 89 9.9 
466 
APPENDIX Cxxvill 
Study 3 
Chl-square comparisons of frequency that each question category was asked In each condition 
Victim's build 
Crosstab 
vipnette 
Total 
itfem \ 
letferr 
Jtfem V 
etmali 
etfem v 
imoma 
stfem \ 
esbiar 
etmali 
hetfe 
jtmaie ^ tmale \ 
letmaleimoma 
Jtmaie' 
esbian 
)moma' 
5 hetfer 
)moma 
; hetma 
momale 
omomal 
5moma 
3 lesbia 
sbian \ 
1 etfem 
sbian \ 
letmalc 
sbian v 
3moma 
sbian \ 
esbian 
VlCBldid no Count 
Expectei 
28 
26.2 
40 
55.0 
39 
46.2 
60 
57.6 
48 
42.8 
55 
54.1 
56 
51.5 
54 
49.7 
66 
57.6 
53 
53.2 
46 
46.2 
71 
64.6 
57 
54.1 
39 
47.1 
36 
44.5 
32 
29.7 
780 
^80.0 
asked Count 
Expecte( 
2 
3.8 
23 
8.0 
14 
6.8 
6 
8.4 
1 
8.2 
7 
7.9 
3 
7.5 
3 
7.3 
0 
8.4 
8 
7.8 
7 
6.8 
3 
9.4 
5 
7.9 
15 
6.9 
15 
6.5 
2 
4.3 
114 
114.0 
Total Count 
Expecte( 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
394.0 
Chl-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 94.850^ 15 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 93.404 15 .000 
LInear-by-Linear .837 1 .360 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a. 2 ceils (6.3%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is 3.83. 
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Use of a weapon 
Crosstab 
viflnette 
Total 
!tfem > 
letferr 
3tfem \ 
etmal( 
etfem v 
)moma 
jtfem\ 
esbiar 
etmal< 
hetfe 
itmale < 
^etmal( 
3tmale \ 
3moma' 
itmale ^ 
esbian 
smoma 
3 hetfer 
3momal 
i hetma 
momale 
omomal 
omoma 
s lesbia 
sblan vjsbian v 
ietfem|ietmal( 
sbian v 
smomal 
sblan \ 
esbian 
WEAl did noi Count 
Expecte( 
25 
19.2 
31 
40.2 
25 
33.9 
44 
42.2 
30 
31.3 
41 
39.6 
45 
37.7 
41 
36.4 
48 
42.2 
38 
39.0 
27 
33.9 
53 
47.3 
40 
39.6 
33 
34.5 
26 
32.6 
24 
21.7 
571 
571.0 
asked Count 
Expected 
5 
10.8 
32 
22.8 
28 
19.1 
22 
23.8 
19 
17.7 
21 
22.4 
14 
21.3 
16 
20.6 
18 
23.8 
23 
22.0 
26 
19.1 
21 
26.7 
22 
22.4 
21 
19.5 
25 
18.4 
10 
12.3 
323 
323.0 
Total Count 
Expectet 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
394.0 
Chi-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chl-Square 35.847^ 15 .002 
Likelihood Ratio 36.201 15 .002 
Llnear-by-Linear .073 1 .787 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is 10.84. 
Perpetrator's build 
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Crosstab 
vignette 
Total 
itfem \ 
letferr 
jtfem \ 
etmati 
etfem v 
Dmoma 
3tfem \ 
esblar 
etmal^tmale' 
hetfenetmalf 
stmale v 
Dmoma 
jtmale' 
esbian 
DmomajDmoma 
s hetferi hetma 
momalebmoma 
omomalb lesbia 
sbian \ 
h etfem 
sbian s 
^etmalf 
sbian v 
)moma 
sbian \ 
esbian 
PERB did no Count 
Expecte 
27 
25.8 
42 
54.2 
37 
45.6 
59 
56.8 
47 
42.1 
56 
53.3 
56 
50.8 
55 
49.0 
62 
56.8 
52 
52.5 
44 
45.6 
71 
63.7 
54 
53.3 
40 
46.4 
35 
43.9 
32 
29.2 
769 
^69.0 
asked Count 
Expecte 
3 
4.2 
21 
8.8 
16 
7.4 
7 
9.2 
2 
6.9 
6 
8.7 
3 
8.2 
2 
8.0 
4 
9.2 
9 
8.5 
9 
7.4 
3 
10.3 
8 
8.7 
14 
7.6 
16 
7.1 
2 
4.8 
125 
125.0 
Total Count 
Expecte 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
594.0 
Chl-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-slded] 
Pearson Chi-Square 77.320^ 15 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 74.263 15 .000 
Linear-by-Linear .366 1 .545 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a. 2 cells (6.3%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is 4.19. 
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Perpetrator's sexual history 
Crosstab 
viflnette 
Total 
itfem ^ 
letfenr 
jtfem \ 
etmaii 
etfem v 
)moma 
jtfem' 
esbiar 
etmalkmale' 
hetfelietmak 
Btmaie \ 
smoma 
»tmale i)moma 
esbian's hetfer 
jmomapiomale 
1 hetmalomomal 
)moma 
i lesbia 
sbian v 
hetfem 
sbian \ 
letmaif 
sbian v 
3moma 
sbian v 
esbian 
PSEXi did no Count 
Expecte 
30 
27.2 
58 
57.2 
51 
48.1 
59 
59.9 
46 
44.5 
51 
56.2 
53 
53.5 
54 
51.7 
57 
59.9 
57 
55.3 
49 
48.1 
60 
67.1 
62 
56.2 
51 
49.0 
39 
46.3 
34 
30.8 
811 
J11.0 
asked Count 
Expecte 
0 
2.8 
5 
5.8 
2 
4.9 
7 
6.1 
3 
4.5 
11 
5.8 
6 
5.5 
3 
5.3 
9 
6.1 
4 
5.7 
4 
4.9 
14 
6.9 
0 
5.8 
3 
5.0 
12 
4.7 
0 
3.2 
83 
83.0 
Total Count 
Expecte 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
J94.0 
Chl-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 45.624^ 15 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 52.083 15 .000 
LInear-by-Linear 
Association 1.097 1 
.295 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a. 6 ceils (18.8%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count Is 2.79. 
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Perpetrator's truthfulness 
Crosstab 
vignette 
Total 
itfem' 
letfenr 
>tfem y 
etmai 
etfem v 
)moma 
jtfem \ 
esbiar 
etmali 
hetfe 
itmale' 
letmait 
itmale \ 
)moma 
Itmale 
esbian 
)moma 
3 hetfer 
amoma 
I hetma 
momale|)moma 
omomalG lesbia 
sbian v^ sbian \|sbian v 
ietfem!ietmalomoma 
sbian \ 
esbian 
PERTfdId no Count 
Expecte 
30 
29.4 
62 
61.7 
53 
51.9 
66 
64.7 
48 
48.0 
60 
60.8 
59 
57.8 
56 
55.9 
65 
64.7 
61 
59.8 
52 
51.9 
68 
72.5 
61 
60.8 
54 
52.9 
48 
50.0 
33 
33.3 
876 
J76.0 
asked Count 
Expecte 
0 
.6 
1 
1.3 
0 
1.1 
0 
1.3 
1 
1.0 
2 
1.2 
0 
1.2 
1 
1.1 
1 
1.3 
0 
1.2 
1 
1.1 
6 
1.5 
1 
1.2 
0 
1.1 
3 
1.0 
1 
.7 
18 
18.0 
Total Count 
Expecte 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
m.o 
Chl-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 25.265« 15 .047 
Likelihood Ratio 24.441 15 .058 
Llnear-by-Llnear 4.772 1 .029 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a. 16 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is .60. 
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Perpetrator's pre-attack behaviour 
Crosstab 
vignette 
Total 
jtfem \ 
letfenr 
stfem \ 
etmali 
etfem v 
Dmoma 
Jtfem Jetmah 
esbiarl hetfe 
itmale' 
letmalE 
3tmale \ 
Dmoma 
jtmale' 
esbian 
3moma 
s hetfer 
)moma 
1 hetma 
momale 
omomal 
)moma 
s lesbia 
sbtan \ 
letfem 
sbian \^sbian vsbian \ 
tetmalsmomaiesbian 
PER_did no" Count 
Expecte( 
30 
287 
59 
60.2 
52 
50.6 
66 
63.0 
43 
46.8 
56 
59.2 
54 
56.4 
53 
54.4 
64 
63.0 
60 
58.3 
51 
50.6 
71 
70.7 
57 
59.2 
54 
51.6 
51 
48.7 
33 
32.5 
854 
354.0 
asked Count 
Expecte 
0 
1.3 
4 
2.8 
1 
2.4 
0 
3.0 
6 
2.2 
6 
2.8 
5 
2.6 
4 
2.6 
2 
3.0 
1 
2.7 
2 
2.4 
3 
3.3 
5 
2.8 
0 
2.4 
0 
2.3 
1 
1.5 
40 
40.0 
Total Count 
Expectet 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
594.0 
Chl-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 28.301^ 15 .020 
Liketihood Ratio 33.886 15 .004 
Linear-by-Llhear 
Association 1.216 1 
.270 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a. 16 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is 1.34. 
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Identifying the perpetrator 
Crosstab 
vignette 
Total 
!tfem \ 
letfem 
jtfemv 
etmalt 
etfem v 
smomal 
Jtfem \ 
esbtar 
etmalt 
hetfe 
itmale > 
letmalc 
stmale \ 
smoma 
itmale y 
esblan 
smomal 
5 hetfer 
amomal 
i hetma 
momale 
omomal 
smoma 
s lesbia 
sbian \ 
hetfem 
sbian v 
letmalc 
isbian v 
amoma' 
sbian v 
esblan 
IDPEdid no) Count 
Expecte( 
26 
23.1 
57 
48.6 
45 
40.8 
53 
50.9 
31 
37.8 
39 
47.8 
46 
45.5 
37 
43.9 
48 
50.9 
44 
47.0 
41 
40.8 
56 
57.0 
51 
47.8 
47 
41.6 
39 
39.3 
29 
26.2 
689 
389.0 
asked Count 
Expectet 
4 
6.9 
6 
14.4 
8 
12.2 
13 
15.1 
18 
11.2 
23 
14.2 
13 
13.5 
20 
13.1 
18 
15.1 
17 
14.0 
12 
12.2 
18 
17.0 
11 
14.2 
7 
12.4 
12 
11.7 
5 
7.8 
205 
205.0 
Total Count 
Expectec 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
394.0 
Chi-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chl-Square 34.243^ 15 .003 
Likelihood Ratio 34.748 15 .003 
Unear-by-Linear .015 1 .901 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is 6.88. 
Nature of sex act 
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Crosstab 
vignette 
Total 
Jtfem \ 
letfem 
Jtfem \ 
etmali 
etfem v 
)moma 
stfem \ 
esbiar 
etmaletmale' 
< hetfenetmalc 
stmale v 
smomal 
!tmale \ 
esbian 
jmomalkmomal 
s hetferG hetma 
momale 
omomal 
jmoma' 
s lesbia 
sbian \ 
hetfem 
sblan V 
letmalc 
isbian vjsbian v 
smomaOesblan 
SEX/ did nol Count 
Expectet 
21 
27.0 
57 
56.7 
44 
47.7 
58 
59.4 
45 
44.1 
56 
55.8 
58 
53.1 
56 
51.3 
63 
59.4 
59 
54.9 
49 
47.7 
68 
66.6 
51 
55.8 
44 
48.6 
43 
45.9 
33 
30.6 
805 
305.0 
asked Count 
Expecte( 
9 
3.0 
6 
6.3 
9 
5.3 
8 
6.6 
4 
4.9 
6 
6.2 
1 
5.9 
1 
5.7 
3 
6.6 
2 
6.1 
4 
5.3 
6 
7.4 
11 
6.2 
10 
5.4 
8 
5.1 
1 
3.4 
89 
89.0 
Total Count 
Expecte( 
30 
30.0 
63 
63.0 
53 
53.0 
66 
66.0 
49 
49.0 
62 
62.0 
59 
59.0 
57 
57.0 
66 
66.0 
61 
61.0 
53 
53.0 
74 
74.0 
62 
62.0 
54 
54.0 
51 
51.0 
34 
34.0 
894 
394.0 
Chl-Square Tests 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 43.830° 15 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 43.756 15 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association .405 1 
.524 
N of Valid Cases 894 
a- 3 cells (9.4%) have expected count less than 5. The 
minimum expected count is 2.99. 
Levels of FRMAS 
1 = High FRMAS 
0 = Low FRMAS 
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APPENDIX Cxxlx 
Study 3 
T-tests comparing number of questions asked and levels of RMA 
Group Statistics 
Std. Error 
FRMAS N Mean Std. Deviatjon Mean 
QS 1.00 145 3.1724 3.64262 .30250 
.00 822 4.1314 3.59656 .12544 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Siq. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lov^er Upper 
QS Equal variances 
assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.004 .951 -2.955 
-2.928 
965 
196.764 
.003 
.004 
-.9590 
-.9590 
.32457 
.32748 
-1.59593 
-1.60480 
-.32202 
-.31315 
Levels of MRMAS 
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Group Statistics 
Std. Error 
MRMAS N Mean Std. Deviation Mean 
QS Hi MRMAS 3 1.3333 1.15470 .66667 
Lo MRMAS 974 4.0246 3.66189 .11733 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
QS Equal variances 
assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
1.176 .278 -1.272 
-3.976 
975 
2.126 
.204 
.052 
-2.6913 
-2.6913 
2.11549 
.67691 
-6.84275 
-5.44472 
1.46013 
.06210 
